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ABSTRACT 
This descriptive study examines principal and teacher perceptions of the 
shared ideas and agreements that change teachers’ instructional practice. This 
study was conducted during the school year 2013-2014, drawing on teacher and 
principal sample representatives selected from 10 high schools, middle schools 
and elementary schools in one Southern California public school district. The 
study utilizes qualitative and quantitative methodologies to create survey 
questionnaires and semi-structured phone interviews to examine the research 
questions focused on teacher and principal perceptions which were coded and 
analyzed. The primary data collection was based on the tallies, statistical 
analysis of the respondents’ survey questionnaire responses, and text analysis 
of the comments stemming from the phone interviews conducted with teachers 
and principals. The eight themes arising from the research comprised of social 
constructs or meanings, expectations, experiences, nature of professional 
conversations, values, relationships, relevance, and change. The examination of 
the research results lead to discussion of the similarities and differences in 
teacher and administrator perceptions of factors believed to build school 
environments conducive to professional conversations, supportive environments 
for teachers and creating a culture focused on teachers as learners.  
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CHAPTER ONE 
INTRODUCTION TO THE RESEARCH STUDY 
Introduction to the Research Study 
This doctoral research was a descriptive study of principals and teachers 
perceptions of factors that impact teachers’ practice as facilitators of student 
learning. The dissertation examined the perceptions of these education 
professionals in an attempt to bring better understanding of the types and 
purposes of professional communication that takes place in schools between 
principals and teachers. The research investigated the similarities and 
differences among the perceptions of principals and teachers during professional 
communication that had taken place in schools. In seeking evidence of these 
perceptions, the researcher undertook investigation of variables in principals’ 
actions and their perceptions of the range of conversations they shared with 
teachers and what they perceived to impact teachers’ pedagogical practice. In 
turn, the perceptions of teachers who engaged in individualized interactions were 
explored to uncover what they perceived to change their practice. The research 
included teachers’ preferred perceptions of the ways they viewed interaction with 
principals, the possible influence of these encounters, and in some cases the 
perceived influence of their interactions to improve their instructional practice.  
Chapter one of the dissertation presents the background of the study, 
specifying the problem of the study, description of its significance in the field of 
educational research, and provides an overview of the methodology used. This 
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chapter further noted the delimitations of the study, defines specific terms used 
in the research, and described the organization of the study. 
Background of the Study 
The interests in this field of research arose from the educational career 
opportunities the researcher has experienced working with school leaders and 
teachers to build their capacities at leadership and classroom practitioner levels. 
Within the researcher’s line of work, there was a specific aspect of educational 
practice that resonated as being the most challenging and interesting. These 
practices related to identifying the factors that change educators’ practices 
intended to impact and improve student learning. The questions which arose 
from considering the rationale for this research, led the researcher to seeking 
deeper understanding of the perceptions of teachers and principals about how 
changes were influenced and took place in schools especially relating to 
teachers’ instructional practice.  
Chapter one encapsulated the changes that have taken place in schools 
particularly over the past decade. Teachers and school leaders today have 
distinctly different demands made on them than in years past. As schools have 
strived to improve, the challenges remain as to how best to work together in the 
interest of enhancing students’ learning opportunities. Whether reading one of 
the national newspapers, an educational review or in discussion among 
educators, questions have arisen as to how best to identify key components of 
our educational systems that are most likely to promote effective processes for 
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school leaders and teacher. Educators have continued to ask how best to 
support their students in becoming effective as 21st century learners into 
adulthood. In general these discussions have suggested that there have been no 
single strategy to make a difference in relation impacting student learning. The 
education of children is not an individual act, but rather, a culmination of factors 
and human contributions. The processes of scientific research have allowed 
educators to explore the knowledge base in the field of education to inform the 
choices that might optimize what is learned about educational leadership and 
teaching as factors impacting student learning and achievement. Individuals 
have a wide range of perceptions about how they influence others in their work 
and to what degree they take on responsibilities to impact student learning. 
Schools are not based on the Henry Ford assembly line model of producing one 
type of input to one type of output. Thus, in education one is faced with an array 
of interpretations of how best to implement effective strategies for enhancing 
student learning. For many schools this means making changes and 
transforming what educators do.  
As one studies education today, there is significant emphasis on the 
importance of good teaching and its bearings on student learning and 
achievement. As educators and researchers, we need more information about 
teacher performance based on sound evidence of the factors that impact how 
schools get an accurate picture of teaches’ instructional practices in their 
classrooms. In undertaking this research, I have deepened my understanding 
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and sharpened my questions about the human relationships found in schools. In 
exploring and researching the principles of open communication, problem 
solving, shared decision making and accountability, the researcher grasped a 
better understanding of the impact the practices in schools and the capacities of 
educators. Much of the researcher’s work in education over 25 years has 
entailed the tasks of assisting school administrators and teachers in their efforts 
to improve their roles of facilitators of student learning and academic leadership. 
This experience was reliant on opportunities to discuss with educators how they 
reflect as practitioners. It was from inquiries, observations, and the identified 
need to build educators’ capacities and to improve professional conversation 
about student learning that the catalyst for this research took form. The research 
provided an opportunity for the researcher to identify relevant research literature, 
to become familiar with research in the field that used systematic methodologies 
and for the researcher to gain an deeper understanding of how school leaders 
and teacher communicate and reflect upon actions. The researcher then raised 
questions about the perceptions of teachers and administrators as to what they 
believe to be the catalysts for changes in instructional practice that could lead to 
improvements in student learning opportunities.  
Statement of the Problem 
Educators are constantly seeking ways of identifying and addressing the 
challenges of improving the quality of teaching and learning. Change is 
inevitable in organizations, however, determining what to change and how to 
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successfully implement planned change are challenges found in our schools 
today. The problem for this study is not focused on raising test scores. Instead, 
the research problem has entailed the identification of what needs to improve in 
the ways school administrators’ and teachers’ work together that could impact 
the quality of teaching and student learning. It was through the lens of school 
leaders and teachers that the researcher sought to gain an understanding of 
their perceptions and to identify their beliefs about factors which might be viewed 
as influences or possibly lead to changes in the teaching practices realized in the 
context of their own schools.  
In the last decade there has been significant emphasis on accountability 
with movement towards greater performance-driven school systems. The heart 
of this type of system is the effective use of data and measurements of 
outcomes leading to student learning and academic achievement. The 
researcher found, however, that the emphasis on outcomes didn’t consistently 
result in enabling practitioners to improve their practices. The researcher sought 
to identify, therefore, what teachers and principals believed to be shared and 
agreed ideas that could influence actions and move teachers into making 
changes in how they taught.  
In order to illustrate the possible factors or conditions that may affect 
schools today, Figure 1.1: Raising student achievement was designed by the 
researcher to show the context of elements directly involved in schools that are 
likely to contribute to raising student achievement and to impact school leaders 
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and their teachers in implementing their roles. In the context of the research, 
particularly, the factor of strong communication was considered to be relevant for 
inquiry and inclusion into the research questions. The factors of strong school 
and district were added in consideration of the synthesis of the research 
literature and the analysis of the data and results revealed. To examine all 
factors in one research inquiry would not be manageable. Therefore, the 
researcher focused the research questions on the perceptions of teachers and 
school administrators in relation to their interactions, processes for professional 
conversations, and beliefs that involved possible instructional discussions and 
goals for improving instruction. 
 
 
Figure 1. Raising student achievement. Figure created by Renee Middleton, 
2014. 
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Educational excellence has become a moving target. To achieve the 
goals identified for raising student achievement, key stakeholders need to be 
involved as identified in Figure 1. Furthermore, if systemic change is to be 
effective, it is important to involve the stakeholders in the decision making and 
change processes. With this awareness and involvement of others, the change 
process begins. While basic skills such as reading, writing and math will likely 
remain at the core of the curriculum, the abilities built on this foundation continue 
to change with our society. . As they enter the work force, adults have seen the 
need for more and better education for themselves. The result has been 
increased expectations of our schools, particularly as indicated by student 
achievement.  
Systemic change is an approach which involves players from all parts of 
an organization or group. Change in one area affects another, and the capacity 
to coordinate change in a system is more likely to result in shared 
understanding, goals and visions. It is closely linked to the concept of continuous 
improvement, in which people work in a specific process to keep improving their 
results. There are implications for school leaders and teachers to be the main 
agents for action with teaching as it impacts student learning as the main focus 
for change. Systemic change is a cyclical process in which the impact of change 
on all parts of the whole and their relationships to one another are taken into 
consideration. In the contexts of schools, it is not so much a detailed prescription 
for improving education as a philosophy advocating reflecting, rethinking, and 
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restructuring. Figure 2: Cycle of instructional improvement outlines the 
organizational functions of educational institutions that are driven by a cycle of 
instruction improvement. 
 
Figure 2. Cycle of instructional improvement. Diagram of a performance-driven 
school system.  
 
Cambridge Education. (2010a). Effective classroom observation [PowerPoint 
slide]. Dedham, MA: Hatch Mott MacDonald. 
Purpose of the Study  
The research study sought to identify principals and teachers perceptions 
of factors that impact teachers’ practice as facilitators of student learning. 
Specifically, the research sought to bring better understanding of the range and 
purposes of professional communication that takes place in schools between 
principals and teachers. This included deepening an understanding of similarities 
or differences in the perceptions of principals and teachers when implementing 
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professional conversations. In seeking evidence of these perceptions, the study 
undertook investigation of variables in principals’ actions and their perceptions of 
the range of conversations or conferencing they shared with teachers and what 
they perceive to impact teachers’ pedagogical practice. In turn, the perceptions 
of teachers who engaged in individualized interactions with their principals were 
explored to uncover what they perceived to change their practice. The research 
further explored the participants’ preferred perceptions of the ways they viewed 
the interaction and what they perceived to influence and changed instructional 
practice.  
Significance of the Proposed Study 
One component of this study was to identify the specific range of 
strategies that principals and teachers perceived to promote teachers’ growth in 
effective instruction to positively impact student learning. The perceptions of 
principals and teachers were key components of this research to investigate the 
interactions and dialogue between these professionals. Consideration was given 
to the purpose and context of structured conversations, alongside the perceived 
purpose for the researcher to gain a better understanding if and/or how these 
conversation change teachers’ pedagogical strategies and instructional practice 
potentially leading to strengthened efforts for school improvement and reform.  
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Assumptions  
In this research, a number of assumptions were made in respect to the 
context of professional discussions and conversations that were likely to be 
taking place in schools. In particular, the researcher made assumptions 
regarding the likelihood of professional conversations between principals and 
their teachers being focused on enhancing teachers’ instructional practice, 
discussing teaching strategies and how to improve students’ learning. In the 
initial stages of the research study a set of generic assumptions: 
• Principals and teachers enter into some form of professional 
discussion about teaching and learning; 
• The professional discussion that takes place between principals and 
teachers go beyond telling teachers how to teach; 
• In order to know where one is going, there is a need to have a clear 
sense of where to start, and to know if the actions taken positively 
impact learning; 
• The effective analysis lessons observed and application of data 
gathered are crucial to decisions made about teaching and learning; 
• All improvement efforts are task-oriented, goal-focused, and 
monitored for continuous progress; and 
• The end result of all efforts should not only be improved student 
performance, but the building of capacity of the individuals within 
schools to sustain the improvements over time. 
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In taking this stance, the researcher assumed that principals had a 
supervisory role as they oversaw the work or tasks of teachers. This assumption 
was underpinned with the view that principals could have developed perceptions 
that their supervision of teachers included undertaking a range of conversations 
culminating in feedback to teachers. In turn, there was an assumption that 
teachers had perceptions about the impact of the interaction they experienced 
with principals that may have included sharing of ideas. There were further 
assumptions made that teachers’ instructional practice could be improved and 
that school leaders took responsibility for providing feedback to teachers about 
their classroom pedagogy. There was an assumption that there was either 
direction or dialogue that took place.  
On the teachers’ behalf, there was an assumption that there was a 
willingness to not only accept the feedback, but also to incorporate the 
recommendations and/or agreed practices in bringing about change and 
improvement in their practice. It followed that leaders had the time, the 
knowledge, and the consultative skills needed to provide teachers in all the 
relevant grade levels and subject areas with valid, useful advice about their 
instructional practices. Although these assumptions had an attractive ring to 
them, they would rest on shaky ground at best as part of the research which was 
summed up by Leithwood and Jantzi (2008) in noting that their evidence which 
suggests that few principals have made the time and demonstrated the ability to 
provide high-quality instructional feedback to teachers (p. 506). The research 
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was not taking a stance on this matter. More specifically, the researcher needed 
to ensure that the research assumption focused on perceptions of principals and 
their teachers that might have bearing on the actions they undertake day-to-day 
relating to classroom practice.  
Research Questions 
The researcher posed a set of questions to underpin the study relating to 
the forms and quality of professional conversations currently implemented which 
were perceived to change teaching practice. The research components as 
presented here further provided a tentative explanation about perceptions of how 
teachers’ change and improve their practice. In soliciting the perspectives of 
principals and teachers, it was important that the researcher posed questions 
that provided evidence of the participants’ perceptions and studied their 
responses. For this purpose, surveys and interviews were formulated based on 
the synthesized literature review and the following research questions: 
1. Do principals perceive that professional conversations with teachers 
involve the sharing of ideas and agreed next steps in teachers’ 
instruction changes teaching practices? 
2. Do teachers perceive professional conversations with their principal 
involving the sharing of ideas and agreed next steps in instruction 
changes their practice? 
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3. If teachers perceive that professional conversations with their principal 
involve the sharing of ideas and agreed next steps in teachers’ 
instruction changes their practice, what contributed to this change? 
4. If teachers do not perceive that professional conversations with their 
principal involve the sharing of ideas and agreed next steps in 
teachers’ instruction changes their practice, what contributed to this 
change? Why not? 
5. What factors contribute to the perceptions of principals and their 
teachers relating to the research questions? 
6. What are the similarities and differences in the perceptions of 
principals and teachers? 
Deliminations 
The degree to which the survey and the interviews actually measured the 
constructs or perceptions of the respondent principals and teachers may not 
have had a high rate of reliability due to the limited number of participants. 
Designing accurate measurement of perceptions did not lead to highly reliable 
conclusions.  The data gathered could not be used to represent the viewpoints of 
educators as a whole as represented by individual participants’ perceptions not 
being reliable. Thus, the study findings were not seen as transferability due to 
the absence of fully measurable indicators.  
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Overview of the Methodology 
This descriptive research study involved elementary, middle school, and 
high school teachers and administrators who were actively employed in schools 
during the 2013-14 school year in a Southern California public school district. 
The study examined the perceived professional conversations currently 
implemented as intended to change teaching practice quantitatively through use 
of a survey questionnaire created by the researcher, as well as qualitatively by 
interviewing 2 teachers and 4 administrators respondents. The survey 
questionnaire addressed the range of perceptions by principals and teachers in 
one school district regarding professional conversations taking place in their 
schools. 
The first set of survey questions among the principals and teachers 
addressed the general demographic information about the survey participants to 
determine variants among the participants and the perception survey items for 
both research sample groups of teachers and principals groups questions 
addressed their perceptions about the shared ideas that change teachers’ 
instructional practices. The questionnaire used a range of questions: five-part 
scaled format ranging from strongly disagree to strongly agree, choices of 
preferences, ranking preferences for a range of professional conversations, and 
open-ended questions. The survey questionnaire was developed by the 
researcher in two separate versions: one version for teachers and one version 
for administrators.  
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Each version used the same questions.  However, slightly different 
wording was used, based on the role of the respondent. The demographic items 
for the administrators’ and teachers’ versions include items related to their years 
of experience in their given roles. The survey questionnaire data were collected 
and organized, and then descriptive statistics were computed using the online 
statistical survey questionnaire program in order to obtain frequency counts for 
demographic perception survey questionnaire items related to shared ideas and 
factors that change teachers’ instructional practice. Means and standard 
deviations were computed using Qualtrics for the analysis of the survey results. 
A cross-tabulation was made of the demographic items in order to determine if 
any of the demographics may have influenced the results of the teacher and 
principal participants’ perceptions. Qualtrics, an online statistical instrument was 
used to design and analyze each of the survey items that addressed teacher and 
principal respondents’ demographics and perception responses. Qualtrics further 
enabled the researcher to produce the descriptive statistical data and results for 
analysis that informed the research inquiry. The follow-up qualitative portion of 
the study consisted of 6 confidential, volunteer interviews (2 teachers and 4 
principals) conducted by the researcher.  
The interview process allowed participants to expand on their perceptions 
of the professional conversations taking place among principals and teachers in 
their school district. The interview protocol was written by the researcher and 
questions were semi-structured, open ended, and based on the survey 
 16 
questionnaire. Interview sessions were conducted individually by phone and then 
transcribed by the researcher. A list of themes and subcategories within the 
themes were developed, and then frequencies of sub-category occurrence were 
determined. Each theme was based on the interview questions, developed and 
then separate reliability checks were performed by the researcher, using a 
standard content analysis approach as described by Carey, Morgan, and Oxtoby 
(1996).  
Definition of Terms 
A range of terminologies are used throughout the dissertation in reference 
to the research participants and within the literature references:  
1. Teacher: In the chosen school district, a full- or part-time teacher with 
credentialing qualification as authorized by the State of California 
Department of Education. 
2. Principal: In the study’s school district, the term is defined as a 
supervising and instructional leader of a given district school (also 
known as the administrator or assistant principal) who has been 
appointed by the district based on completed training in the skills, 
knowledge, attitudes, and values necessary to effectively carry out 
their school administration role. A designated principal is further 
required to have completed the Administrative Credential course 
authorized by the State of California Department of Education. 
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3. Leadership: In this research, leadership refers to two core functions: 
providing direction and exercising influence. According to Leithwood 
and Louis (2011), leadership is defined as “establishing agreed-upon 
and worthwhile directions for the organization in question and doing 
whatever it takes to prod and support people to move in those 
directions” (p. 4). Therefore, leadership entails direction and influence 
with improvement as its goal.  
4. Widget effect: The research used the term “widget effect” coined by 
Weisberg, Sexton, Mulhern, and Keeling (2009). These researchers 
first used the term in their study of 12 districts’ teacher evaluation 
systems across the United States. The term was used in reference to 
how the U.S. K-12 educational system treats teachers as “widgets” or 
“parts of a system that are interchangeable and inconsequential to 
student achievement“ (Weisberg et al., as cited in Marzano, 2011, p. 
98). 
5. Supervision: Glickman, Gordon, and Ross-Gordon (2005) define 
supervision as “helping teachers with instruction, but only indirectly to 
instructing students.” Accordingly, supervision is not the act of 
instructing teachers. Instead, supervision pertains to “acts that enable 
teachers to improve instruction for students” (p. 7). 
6. In contrast, Glickman et al. introduce the concept of superVision which 
is defined as being identical to leadership for the improvement of 
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instruction (p. 7). This definition allowed for instructional leadership to 
be viewed as functional and based on process rather than a role or 
position.  
7. Supervisory feedback: The works of Jackson (2008) was used to 
disaggregate the possible types and range of conversations that could 
take place between principals and teachers relating to the research 
question, including the characteristics of supervisory feedback which 
was defined by Jackson in terms of the following characteristics: 
• Static measures used to determine teacher needs, i.e. new 
versus veteran teachers or math versus English teachers; 
• Assumption that the leader is the expert; 
• Same approach for multiple teachers; 
• Feedback tied to formal evaluation; 
• Is reactive (Jackson, 2001, p. 8). 
8. Professional conversations: The research focused on the perception of 
principal and teacher relating to the processes in their schools for 
identifying strategies and solutions to instructional challenges. Thus, 
the dissertation term professional conversations was used to describe 
instructional discussions between the principal and teacher that was 
tied not only to the teacher’s professional development, but also with 
regard to their students’ learning and academic growth. Danielson 
(2009) presented the concept of professional conversations in relation 
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to ”educators clarifying their beliefs and plans through reflection and 
examination of instructional practices in order to consider new 
possibilities”  (Danielson, 2009, p. 1). 
9. A similar terminology, strategic conversation’ has been coined by 
Jackson (2008) regarding conversations that take place in schools 
with the intent of developing individual skills that could lead to whole 
school improvements. Jackson has defined this term as “a series of 
targeted, individualized interactions with teachers designed to help 
them significantly improve the impact of their teaching behaviors on 
student achievement” (pp. 3–4). The research also referenced the 
terms fierce or strategic conversation based on the business model 
used by Scott (2004) as a key transformational force in a given 
organization. In this context, fierce or strategic conversations focused 
on change which went beyond just goal-setting. Scott noted that the 
strategic conversation by her definition would also be considered a key 
factor for impacting professional relationships (Scott, 2004, p. 6). 
The rationale for the uses of these terminologies underpinned social 
constructs studied in this research. Teacher effectiveness is perceived in the 
world of education as one of the most important factors for schools in improving 
student achievement. According to Weisberg et al. (as cited in Marzano, 2011), 
perspectives relating to teacher effectiveness are “evident in trends to measure, 
record, or use observations of teachers’ instructional practice to inform decision-
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making in any (consistent) meaningful way” (p. 98). The research by Weisberg et 
al  further underlines the discrepancies found in the feedback provided to 
teachers, the range of classroom observational practices, and the language of 
evaluation itself. Additionally, there seems to be unclear processes for the links 
between supervision and evaluation, both of which are intended to change 
teacher performance (Weisberg et al., as cited in Marzano, 2011, p. 98). 
According to Tucker and Stronge (2005), there has been a 21st Century 
shift in focus of supervision itself with evaluation attached to it. Tucker and 
Stronge described the relationship of teachers’ instructional impact on student 
learning, seeing connections between teaching practices and their effects on 
student learning. They noted that, teachers had become more encouraged to 
take major responsibility for their own professional development with evidence of 
the teacher’s growth potential as revealed by that teacher’s response to, and the 
improvement resulting from previous instructional conferences (p. 250).  The 
shift from the focus on teacher behavior has put greater emphasis on measures 
of students’ tested achievements. This is not surprising in the age of 
accountability. On one hand, evaluation was defined as the intention to improve 
teaching over a designated time. Traditionally, this would be as little as one 
observation annually that would serve as the basis for decisions about whether 
the individual evaluated will continue teaching, undergo support to revise 
practice, or be terminated (Tucker & Stronge, 2005, p. 250). 
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This researcher for this study recognized that the traditional process for 
the principal’s supervisory role focused on defining teacher needs and operated 
under the assumption that principals were experts. The research investigation 
into professional conversations focused on collaborative processes and the 
study of the interactions between the principal and teachers to gain deeper 
understanding of the factors that were perceived to help the teacher improve the 
impact of their teaching on student achievement.  
Organization of the Study 
Chapter one has introduced the reader to the research problem and 
importance of the Research. It further identified the research question, key 
terms, significance of the study, limitations of the study, and provided an 
overview of the methodology and organization of the study. 
Chapter two highlights research literature relevant to the focal areas of 
this research study. The findings from the research literature draw on the 
influences of supervision and coaching in the context of schools. Chapter two 
further explores educational research and theories that relate to the research 
inquiry of practices in schools intended to increase teacher effectiveness. The 
literature review has underpinned the research inquiry into the key factors that 
have practical implications for how schools improve instructional practices and 
the ways in which teachers are supported. The literature review was instrumental 
to the research study as it presented to the researcher clarity of the intricacies of 
school processes, how educators perceive their roles, the nature of 
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conversations pursued among administrators and teachers, and the factors 
perceived among school leaders and teachers that they believe to be key in 
changing teachers’ instructional practice. 
Chapter three describes the methodology that was used in this research 
study, which included both quantitative and qualitative aspects using a survey 
questionnaire and interview protocol. Both instruments were developed by the 
researcher and were based on current research in the field of social 
constructivism, and educational leadership.  
Chapter four outlines the design and results of the survey questionnaires 
and interviews conducted as instruments of the research study. Chapter 4 further 
gave the researcher an opportunity to unpack the data gathered from the survey 
responses and the transcript analysis of interviewees’ comments. The 
culmination of data analyzed and statistical values underpinned the formulation 
of eight themes.  
Finally, chapter five presents a summative discussion of the research 
findings based on its purpose, research question, instrumentation, and 
methodology. In addition, the researcher related the findings to the research 
literature in order to present a comprehensive inquiry. Implications are outlined 
for further research with recommendations presented for consideration.  
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CHAPTER TWO 
LITERATURE REVIEW 
Theoretical Underpinnings 
Current movements in school districts across the United States have 
attempted to bring educational reform and transformation by creating structured 
professional conversations between principals and teachers that directly address 
changes in teaching strategies and teacher behaviors. To understand this 
initiative more deeply, the literature review was needed to gain understandings 
of educational changes, theories and research in the field. First considered were 
the theoretical underpinnings of social constructivism, enculturation and cultural 
reproduction, and appreciative inquiry. At this point, specific enlightenment about 
each of these theories is outlined and unpacked in relation to the research 
problem and questions. The structured conversations that provide a focal point 
for the research identified as professional conversations arises later in this 
review.  
Social Constructivism 
Social constructivism emphasizes the importance of culture and context in 
understanding what occurs in society and constructing knowledge based on this 
understanding (Derry, 1999; McMahon, 1997). This theoretical perspective is 
based on specific assumptions about reality, knowledge, and learning: 
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Reality is constructed through human activity as people create meaning 
through their interactions with each other and the objects in the 
environment; reality cannot be discovered nor does it exist prior to its 
social invention. Knowledge is also a human product, and is socially and 
culturally constructed. Individuals create meaning through their 
interactions with each other and with the environment they live in (Kim, 
2001, p. 2). 
Thus, based on this understanding of social constructivism, learning is seen as a 
social process as it occurs when people are engaged in social activities as 
further noted in the works of Ernest, 1999; Gredler, 1997; Pratwat and Floden, 
1994. (Kim, 2001, p. 2) 
For the purpose of this research study, learning applies to the adults 
socially constructed realities that teachers and principals act upon through their 
interactions. According to Kim (2001), ”the construction of social meaning 
involves inter-subjectivity among individuals” (p. 3).  Therefore, the development 
of knowledge and social meaning evolve and are shaped among communicating 
individuals or groups. Summarized by Kim (2001), “personal meaning shaped 
through these experiences are affected by the inter-subjectivity of the community 
to which they belong” (p. 3). Kim adds that once meanings are shared and 
understood, “it is easier for them to understand new information and activities 
that arise” (Kim, 2002, p. 3). 
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Social constructivism implies that each learner is a unique individual with 
unique needs and background. Constructivism serves as a means of describing 
how learners construct knowledge out of their experiences. It is argued from this 
theoretical perspective that the responsibility of learning should reside 
increasingly with the learner. Liu and Matthews (2005) emphasize Vygotsky’s 
concepts that there is importance in the learner being actively involved in the 
learning process rather than being passive and in a receptive role. In application 
to the interactions between adults, for example in educational settings, teachers 
and their principals interact, bringing to their interactions perceived roles and 
expectation.  Thus,  sustaining motivation to learn is dependent on the learner’s 
belief in his or her potential for learning (p. 392). In relation to teachers’ 
pedagogy, there are opportunities for individuals to interpret and align their 
experiences and understandings with others in the context of their schools, such 
as through feedback, professional development, and professional learning 
communities (PLCs). As the focus for this research, the challenge lies in having 
learning environments where principals and teachers can align their 
experiences, expectations, and understandings about teaching and learning.  
Similarly, Wertsch (2005) sees social constructivism as a means of 
encouraging the learner to arrive at understanding. This perspective stresses the 
importance of the learner’s social interactions to inform what is to be understood, 
for example, educational principles, and beliefs about teaching and learning. (p. 
146) Thus, without the social interaction with others perceived to be more 
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knowledgeable than oneself, it is impossible to acquire social meaning to put into 
one’s own practice. In considering these processes, it is difficult to ignore that 
these factors shape the knowledge created, discovered and attained by teachers 
in interactions with their principals. Within the same frame of theoretical thinking, 
Kim (2001) notes that it is through the processes of accommodation and 
assimilation that individuals construct new knowledge from their experiences. In 
this way, the theory of constructivism includes accommodation as the process of 
reframing one’s interpretations and personal understanding of teaching as it 
impacts learning as being relevant to this research as the perceptions of 
principals and teachers are formulated in the context of their schools (Kim, 2001, 
p. 3). 
Social constructivism is relevant to this research as the theory refers to 
the existence of ideas or beliefs which are considered to be subjective and not 
based on evidence. This study corresponds to the emphasis on perceptions or 
constructs of principals and teachers relating to the occurrence of shared ideas 
and agreements that these professionals believe change teachers’ instructional 
practices. Thus, understanding this precept before analysis of the data collected 
during the structured conversations is rudimentary. 
Enculturation and Cultural Reproduction  
Enculturation theoretically follows on from social constructivism as the 
method through which cultural reproduction is perpetuated and varies by the 
socializing agent’s relative location, awareness, and intention to reproduce social 
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or cultural norms. According to Morgan (2006), “the nature of a culture is found 
in social norms and customs, (implying) that if one adheres to these rules of 
behavior one will be successful in constructing an appropriate social reality” (p. 
135). Morgan highlights that the relationships within organizations are socially 
constructed and that “strong organizational culture is essential for success” (p. 
146).  
In relation to educational settings, Gray and McGuigan (1993), indicate 
that parents and educators prove to be two of the most influential enculturating 
forces of cultural reproduction (p. 87).  In the context of schools, for example, 
enculturation can be demonstrated by the tendency of each individual or groups 
following cultural norms such as developing instructional strategies in which 
expectations are set forth and replicated not only in a given classroom, but 
across the whole school or beyond.  There may be little if any empirical evidence 
supporting a choice for a given instructional methodology being implemented, 
yet with each school leadership directives or professional learning community, 
the accepted norm of the individual teacher’s pedagogic culture is reinforced and 
perpetuated.  
In concurring with this viewpoint, Danielson and McGreal (2000) highlight 
that it is possible to employ procedures that effectively and positively engage 
both teachers and administrators in professional dialogue about students, their 
learning, and teaching, stating that: “This can be accomplished without radically 
restructuring the entire school district, spending huge amounts of money, or 
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engaging in other kinds of efforts often demanded by transforming ideas” (p. 
130). Thus, organizational ideologies may need to be refined to ensure that there 
is a focus on consistency by supporting and guiding teachers to better impact 
learning.  
Marzano and Waters (2009) express that “people are more likely to adopt 
an idea when the idea is associated with the evidence that it works” (p. 111). 
This also applies to individual buy in of a given organization’s vision, mission and 
practices based on the evidence that there are tangible outcomes that show that 
efforts are working, further demonstrating that the social constructs of 
organizations can be subject to change. Therefore, the cornerstone of success 
depends upon the commitment of individuals within the organization to hold 
themselves accountable for building positive relationships and in supporting and 
improving teachers’ instruction.  
As interactions and constructs are formed, practice could potentially be 
transformed also. By framing practice in terms of the interactions among school 
staff, consideration could be given to the impact of social constructs and 
structures on human practice which may account for change in work practice. 
According to Sherer and Spillane (2011), planned change involves a conscious 
decision by one or more organizational members (or some external agent) to 
adapt some existing way of working or to introduce a new way of working. 
Sherer and Spillane noted that understanding change in schools necessitated 
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attention to both change and stability or constancy, and the synergy among 
these factors (Sherer and Spillane, 2011, p. 611). 
In providing examples of teachers meeting with school leaders regarding 
review of students’ assessment tests, Sherer and Spillane conducted a study of 
routines at school level, focusing on the practice of school leaders’ leading and 
managing changes. Their findings indicate that student data was used to inform 
the school leader and teachers if the school as a whole was reaching its goal of 
raising student achievement. The outcome of this shared information was 
agreement among the staff was that it was “important for realizing their vision for 
the school” (p. 612). In this context, the study referenced organizational theory 
as stressing “the contingent and situational nature of change” (p. 613), placing 
the emphasis on those in “power” or in leadership roles. Considering schools as 
organizations, my research follows the frame of thinking that change occurs as a 
result of actions and interactions that take place among members of schools as 
organizations rather than being exclusively based on their structure. In turn, the 
situations educators find themselves in schools frame the interactions that are 
likely to occur.  
It has been possible to use the Sherer and Spillane study to better 
understand the expectations of the school leaders and teachers, when focused 
on specific goals, their understandings of facilitating student learning, and their 
perspectives as to what contributes to change of practice. The Sherer and 
Spillane study gives insight into leaders’ skills of managing change which is seen 
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to be dependent on the situation and where an organization is in the change 
process (p. 615).  However, the researcher found that their research provides 
limited insight into the roles of teachers, how they perceive their roles, and what 
led to them implementing change in their pedagogy. This study has stimulated 
the researcher’s thoughts as to further investigation into what teachers believed 
to be the catalysts for change. Furthermore, through both sets of principals’ and 
teachers’ lens, this research sought a clearer understanding of what these 
educators did and acted upon to underpin the change they perceive necessary in 
their schools. 
Further research contributed to understanding schools as organizations 
with regard the nature of relationships among professions and their perceptions 
of what factors contribute to change, especially relating to improvements in 
teaching. Zimmerman and Deckert-Pelton (2003), indicate that there is the 
likelihood of improved pedagogy and increased student achievement when 
constructive and positive relationships are evident between teachers and 
principals (p. 29). Further to this study, Ross and Gray, 2006, point to evidence 
of teachers’ beliefs that they bring about changes in student learning, concurring 
with Barber and Mourshed (2007) who provide evidence from studying top-
performing school systems that valuing employees (teachers) is a vital factor for 
success such as raising student achievement. The outcomes or successes are 
stated in terms that “the quality of the education system cannot exceed the 
quality of its teachers” (p. 8). 
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Valuing teachers refers to more than caring for their well-being. Fullan 
(2008) refers to the factors that have a bearing in “helping employees find 
meaning, increased skill development, and personal satisfaction in making 
contributions that simultaneously fulfill their own goals and the goals of the 
organization” (p. 25). This further refers to teachers’ impact and facilitation in 
supporting their students’ learning. Fullan further emphasizes that there is a 
range of contributing factors that contribute to creating the conditions for 
professionals to succeed in their role and responsibilities. Fullan summarizes 
“when people learn from each other, everyone can gain without taking away from 
others” Fullan, 2008, p. 128). 
Understanding enculturation and cultural reproduction theory provides 
grounded understanding and sheds light on the degree of similarity and 
differences between the cultures of administrators and teachers. The theory 
further highlights and gives meaning to the existence of adopted traditional ways 
of thinking and behaving in educational systems. This unspoken paradigm 
impacts the research study of structured professional conversations perceived to 
transform schools reform.  
Appreciative Inquiry 
The concept of appreciative inquiry was first coined in a publication 
entitled, Appreciative Inquiry in Organizational Life by David Cooperrider and 
Suresh Srivastva in 1987. Appreciative Inquiry entails the act of asking questions 
to recognize the best in people, affirming past and present strengths, successes, 
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and potentials. Cooperrider and Srivastva (1987) in defining appreciative inquiry 
(AI) states that: 
AI begins by identifying what is positive and connecting to it in ways that 
heighten energy and vision for change. . . . AI recognizes that every 
organization is an open system that depends on its human capital to bring 
its vision and purpose to life. . . . The outcome of an AI initiative is a long-
term positive change in the organization. . . . AI is important because it 
works to bring the whole organization together to build upon its positive 
core. AI encourages people to work together to promote a better 
understanding of the human system, the heartbeat of the organization. 
(pp. xvii–xviii) 
Cooperrider and Sivastva focused on the premises that there was a 
desire to search for the best in people to enhance the organizations. In its 
broadest focus, it involved systematic discovery of what gives “life to a living 
system when it is most alive, most effective, and most constructively capable in 
economic, ecological, and human terms“ (p.xviii). They noted that “appreciative 
inquiry involves asking questions of individuals that would aim to strengthen the 
capacity of individuals to heighten their potential. It centrally involved the 
mobilization of inquiry through the crafting of the unconditional positive question” 
(p.xix). 
Appreciative inquiry entails the act of asking questions to recognize the 
best in people, affirming past and present strengths, successes, and potentials. 
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The theory of Appreciative Inquiry is bedrock in the development of the particular 
structured professional conversation used in this study. In seeking to understand 
the role of inquiry, Hammond (1998) notes that the traditional approach to 
change is to “look for the problem, do a diagnosis, and find a solution” (p. 6). The 
primary focus is on what is wrong or broken; since we look for problems, we find 
them. By paying attention to problems, we emphasize and amplify them. White 
(1996) concurs that appreciative inquiry is a positive leverage used to correct the 
negative, the opposite of problem-solving. These perspectives focus appreciative 
inquiry on what works in an organization. Hammond highlights that:  
The tangible result of the inquiry process is a series of statements that 
describe where the organization wants to be, based on the high moments 
of where they have been. Because the statements are grounded in real 
experience and history, people know how to repeat their success (p. 7). 
In concluding this section one can speculate how these three theories intersect. 
When examining the professional development strategy of structured 
conversations in organizations, the theory of enculturation and cultural 
reproduction can serve to create awareness before the conversations impact 
organizational norms, organizational ideologies as well as, the organization’s 
vision, mission and practices create the environment in which the conversations 
occur. In the context of this research, there is the capacity to recognize that the 
principal and teacher may have some shared concepts and some varied 
interpretations of these norms. Considering social constructivism can influence 
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the development of the format, questions and reflections of professional 
conversations. Additionally, this theory articulates that meaning and knowledge 
are negotiated between principal and teacher before, during and after 
professional conversations. Finally the discussion of appreciative inquiry 
emphasizes factors central to professional conversations, that is, in 
understanding the degree to which people know that they are cherished and 
their contribution valued, promotes a sense of belonging, builds on the strengths 
of individuals in an organization, such as schools and seeks ways for each to 
make their greatest contribution. These theories together anchor the study.  
The Research Inquiry  
When people of like-minds discuss and observe one another’s practice, 
there is the likelihood of further reinforced instructional practice founded on 
social constructs. Therefore, it is not surprising to sometimes hear comments 
that some teachers teach the way they were taught! Thus, an investigation of the 
social constructions of meaning and interactions among principals and teachers 
seemed a logical research inquiry and that a thorough review of the literature in 
the field to underpin findings was needed. It was challenging to find research 
literature that highlighted educators’ perceptions about changing teachers’ 
instructional practice. There was clearly a need for further inquiry to unpack 
educators’ perceived value of conversation in school in relation to sharing 
educational practice and dispersion of instructional strategies. As a starting point 
for this research inquiry, a review of the literature relating to the constructs of 
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meaning provided a substantive understanding about professional behaviors and 
interactions.   
Yet, recognizing the expectations that underline the visible practice are 
not always transparent and accessible to change. This adds to the challenge for 
this research inquiry as it sought to understand perceptions about improving 
instructional practice. This was underpinned with the notion of getting to the 
grassroots of why change is so difficult. In developing the research inquiry, 
therefore, conversation became the focal point for gaining a better understanding 
of educators’ perceptions and actions for implementing change. The inquiry was 
guided by questions about perceptions of principals and teachers about the 
impact of conversation they experienced. It was questioned as to the likelihood 
that social constructs of meaning remained unchanged until conversations 
potentially opened doors to other possibilities. The research inquiry sought to 
illuminate the specificity of conversations. In the light of greater emphasis on 
lesson observations and feedback processes, this research was timely in its 
investigation of the spoken interactions and perceived importance educators 
attached to conversations. The research further sought to bring further 
understanding of the perceptions among principals and their teachers in realizing 
successful change directly related and intended to change instructional practice.  
Professional Behaviors and Interactions in Schools 
Researching the literature for evidence of professional behaviors that 
provide impactful insight into transforming schools is limited. Kruger, Sleegers, 
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and Witziers (2007) provide tangent evidence that school leaders’ practices 
affect school outcomes. Their findings correlate the reciprocal relationship 
between a principal’s vision (perception of strategic leadership) which may has 
substantial impact on the educational leadership behaviors (p. 3).  Although their 
findings suggest the importance of cognitive processes in order to understand 
the complexity of variables through which principals have an impact on school 
effectiveness and school improvement, there is insufficient empirical evidence 
that they themselves have measured to indicate a correlation between direct or 
non-direct leadership impacts on teachers’ instructional practices (p. 12). There 
was little revealed from this study about principals’ perceptions attributed to 
tasks implemented, nor their perceived impact on improving teachers’ 
instructional practices. In parallel, teachers’ perceptions are not revealed in the 
findings based on the conversations they hold with their school leaders to go 
beyond the evaluative or supervisory feedback they receive.  
More recently, a 2-year study by Horn and Little (2010) used qualitative 
methods to gain insight into the routines and practices of teachers as they 
interacted with other teachers and administrators in the workplace. The study 
involved participatory observations and interviews in 2 urban high schools 
providing focus on teachers’ responses to their observations of colleagues 
through “learning walks” (p. 186). In comparison, the qualitative study of 
Wahlstrom and Louis (2008) uses data stemming from a teacher survey 
developed for a national research project, Learning from Leadership (p. 469). 
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The results of 4,165 surveys from teachers in grades K-12 sampled from schools 
across the United States examined principal-teacher interactions and teacher-
teacher relationships to identify specific behaviors that may have an impact on 
teachers’ classroom instructional practices (p. 482). The similarities between 
these two studies lie in the researchers’ use of qualitative methodologies. Both 
studies follow the premises that there are behaviors and trends shown in 
teachers’ observations of peers and in their survey responses that reflect 
principal-teacher interactions and teacher-teacher relationships that impact 
instructional practices.  
In reviewing the Horn and Little research techniques, this research paper 
was better informed of the processes of transcribing interviews, coding, and 
analysis. Conclusions from both studies are tangent as the research foci 
questions and outcomes regarding individual teachers’ knowledge, skills, 
experience, and dispositions as variables in the studies. However, while Horn 
and Little concentrate on teachers’ discourse and interactions, Wahlstrom and 
Louis (2008) disaggregate survey responses of teachers’ perceptions to reach 
their conclusions.  
Wahlstrom and Louis (2008) identify three types of instructional 
behaviors: standard contemporary practice, focused instruction, and flexible 
grouping practices which emerge as strong factors which operationally describe 
effective teacher practice (p. 484). The findings conclude that the effect of 
teachers’ trust in the principal becomes less important when shared leadership 
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and professional community were present. The study further indicates that self-
efficacy strongly predicts focused Instruction, but it has less predictive value for 
the other measures of instructional behavior. According to these findings, 
teachers’ gender and years of experience were seen to have clear impact on 
instructional practice, but there were no discernible patterns that suggest that the 
level of the principal (elementary vs. secondary) has more or less influence on 
teacher instructional behaviors (p. 485). Furthermore, Wahlstrom and Louis base 
their findings on teachers’ perceptions rather than empirical evidence and 
triangulation, for example, through the influence of processes such as use of 
student achievement data and interviews. The study does not indicate that the 
survey questionnaire specifically focuses on the quality and quantity of the 
principals’ interactions as perceived by teachers to be a variable in their efficacy 
responses.  
Wahlstrom and Louis do not separate in their findings those teachers who 
perceive receiving substantial opportunities for “strategic conversations” held 
with their principals from those teachers who do not receive these opportunities. 
The degree to which principals’ perceived impact corresponds to that of 
teachers’ perceptions is another variable in understanding factors that change 
and improve instructional practices not considered in their study.  The similarities 
between these two studies lie in the researchers’ use of qualitative 
methodologies where conclusions from both studies are tangent as the research 
foci questions and outcomes regarding individual teachers’ knowledge, skills, 
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experience, and dispositions as variables in the studies. Horn and Little 
concentrate on teachers’ discourse and interactions, while Wahlstrom and Louis 
disaggregate survey responses of teachers’ perceptions to reach their 
conclusions  (Horn & Little, 2010, pp 181–217; Wahlstrom & Louis, 2008, pp. 
458–495). 
McCollum and Kajs (2009), in examining the relationship between 
principals’ behaviors and their goal orientations, identify eight dimensions of 
administrators’ behaviors, focused particularly on the principals’ constructs of 
motivation tied to success in learning and success in work. Their study gives 
consideration to the findings of Bong (2001) who links teachers’ self-efficacy in 
specific subject matters to the goal orientation a person has in that subject 
matter (p. 33).  McCollum and Kajs hypothesize that there would be strong 
correlations between social constructs and goal-orientations constructs. This 
study is based on a research design using measures of the school 
administrators’ perceived influence and goal-orientation constructs found (p. 31). 
These are also based on previously created theories and the “model of goal 
orientation” developed by Elliot and McGregor (2001) relating to the educational 
leadership domains. McCollum and Kajs (2009) provide evidence of leaders’ 
influences having links to goal orientation and particularly ties the nature of 
school administrators’ behaviors such as having mastered goal orientation based 
on desired outcomes (p. 37). However, there is no reference to the principals’ 
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perception of teachers’ goal orientation corresponding to the teachers’ own 
perceived impact on learning.  
In contrast, Leithwood and Jantzi (2008) go as far as to link leadership to 
student learning in their study, following the premises that district conditions 
affect school leader self-perceptions, collective behaviors, and leadership 
practices that indirectly indicated their perceived influences on student learning. 
This finding is based on the responses of 96 principals and 2,764 teachers from 
surveys, along with student achievement data in English language arts and 
mathematics averaged over a 3 year period (p. 496). The study identifies school 
leaders’ collective impact as an important link between district conditions, 
affecting both the conditions found in schools and their effects on student 
achievement (p. 521). School leaders’ sense of collective priorities to raise 
student achievement is identified in the study to be correlated to their leadership 
practices that are perceived to be effective (p. 522). 
Charlton and Kristsonis (2009) take a broader overview in their study, 
seeking to understand the impact of employer-employee relationship as the 
foundation upon which effective management practices thrive. Their research 
focus on the specific areas of identifying effective leadership, factors for 
teachers’ retention, and the impact/alignment between these factors, noting that 
employee retention, reasons employees stay on the job, effective leadership 
practices, and vision and alignment are key factors in how organizations thrive 
(p. 47).  At first, there didn’t seem to be correlating evidence from their study that 
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would impact this research study. However, Charlton and Kristsonis’ research 
foci correlate with perceptions of leaders’ impact on teaching and learning, such 
as, the possibility of connections and impact seen between reciprocal 
accountability, effective leaders, and teacher retention (p. 47). Their research 
pointed to these relationships in stating that: Teachers are as much a part of the 
learning community as it is of them” (p. 51).    In their closing remarks, the 
researchers conclude that: “The quality of each element is contingent upon the 
quality of the others. Connections impact organizations and transform them on a 
continuum of ordinary to extraordinary” (p. 60). 
Whether considering the processes of professional behaviors in schools 
today, questions arise as to how to foster dialogue and a critical examination of 
educators’ beliefs about teaching and learning. Taking a step further, Glickman, 
Gordon, and Gordon-Ross (2005) note that awareness of adult learning and 
knowledge has an impact on implementing change in practice. This perspective 
implies that there should be a movement toward congruency of beliefs and 
practices built on trust, openness, and mutual respect. Thus, following this frame 
of thought, the school, as “an organization, can grow through the synergy of 
individual and group efforts” (p. 71). That is, all participants in instructional 
improvement efforts have knowledge to contribute to the processes of improving 
teaching and its impact on student learning.  
Velasquez et al. (2009) describes professional behaviors in terms of 
ethics or the standards of behavior that tell us how to act in the many situations’ 
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in which we find ourselves (p. 2).  While considering that  individuals vastly differ 
in their perceptions of the standards that guide their behavior,  Strike (1988), 
Sergiovanni (1996), and Starratt (2005) focus on synthesizing professional 
behaviors in the context of education in consideration that not all educational 
leaders find it easy to embed and share their visions for strategies, such as 
instructional practices. There is a continuum of responses when they attempt to 
embrace the goals and values of the adults they work with while seeking their 
commitment as facilitating effective teaching and learning strategies.  
The challenge for education leaders, thus, lies in questions, such as: Who 
should present the range of choices and set the examples for learner? What 
balance should be struck between opening discussions on what should be 
happening in the classroom?  For example, Starratt (2005) presents further 
challenging thought for educational leaders as to the fundamental problems that 
one incurs in identifying the standards of professional behavior desired. 
According to Starratt, professional behaviors or “ethics are not based on 
feelings, religion, law, accepted social practice, or science” (p. 131). Therefore, 
the question arises as to how educational leaders formulate the shared goals 
and agreed practices?  
Strike (1988) provides explicit classroom scenarios that expand the 
argument for questioning right or wrong decisions teachers make relating to their 
individual values, responsibilities, duties and obligations (p.158).. He argues that 
simply knowing the consequences of actions taken do not sufficiently determine 
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that the acts are the right thing to do. Strike (1988) summarizes that “no matter 
how much individuals differ, they are of equal value as moral agents” (p. 158). In 
saying this, Strike is not suggesting that individuals are equal in abilities or 
capacities. As the valuing of differences become the basis of education leaders’ 
ethical responsibility and practice, their actions should better inform teachers in 
the ways they address ethical issues. That is, transparency, discussion, and 
becoming better listeners further help educators become better informed in their 
decision making and actions that entail respecting the freedom of choice among 
adults and children. This further implies that individuals are entitled to the same 
basic rights and that their interests are of equal value with entitlement to equal 
opportunities. This is essentially the foundations of effective leadership.  
In the same frame of critical thinking, Sergiovanni (1996) highlights the 
differences between individuals’ responsibilities and obligations to that of 
individuals making choices, noting that “ethical obligation can be independent of 
what individuals choose or want” (p. 289). Sergiovanni notes that within 
educational organizations there are pluralistic distinct interest groups such as 
unions, coalitions, and councils that promote their own ideologies. The existence 
of these interests or value result in processes for discussion and decision 
making based on political conflicts, conflict resolutions, and compromises. He 
further argues that the ideologies of Rational Choice Theory (RCT), developed 
by Glasser over fifty years ago, focus on human actions being mainly determined 
by self-determinations rather than by a sense of “goodness” and care for others. 
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The limitations of RCT for this research lie in the assumption that individuals 
know the full range of choices available to them to fully inform their decisions.  
According to Sergiovanni, there are links in the positive impact that 
teachers collaborating with teachers have on one another, needless to say, 
having direct impact on their students through the understanding and application 
of ethical behaviors. Such processes include distributive leadership, 
collaboration, and interests in a “common good” (p. 292). These action help 
educational leaders to embrace “differences” in the goals and values of those 
involved in students’ education without losing the individual goals and the values 
that others hold. This approach emphasizes that educational leaders particularly 
increase their understandings, skills, and knowledge of the individuals they work 
with to influence and improve student learning (Sergiovanni, as cited in Ornstein, 
1999, p. 292). 
Sergiovanni suggests that it is through the processes of collegiality while 
still valuing individualism one can “cultivates commitment” (p. 288).   With these 
thoughts, Sergiovanni considers that educational leaders can model and help 
teachers to gain and/or renew commitments in their work with students. For 
example, through actions such as analysis of contextual issues in their schools, 
educational leaders can help teachers to better “know” their students, families, 
and wider community. This does not impinge on their individual values, but 
enhances their understanding of the values of others. Sergiovanni notes that 
educational leaders can develop and instill shared values among their staff, 
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parents and student by focusing on problem solving and decision making. (p. 
289) However, not all educational leaders underpin their actions with true valuing 
of individualism. Sergiovanni places emphasis in educational leaders’ embracing 
and giving high priority to helping teachers learn and helping them to be more 
successful in the classroom and as instructional leaders themselves. Overall, 
Sergiovanni implies that what educational leaders actually do and what affect 
their actions also have bearing on the individuals they supervise, lead, and work 
with to impact and enhance student learning (Sergiovanni, cited in Ornstein, 
1999, p. 288-294). 
Fullan (2010) cited in DuFour and Marzano (2011) considers “collective 
capacity as the breakthrough concept” (p. 19), which embraces teachers as a 
means to a solution, rather than being seen as the problem. Fullan accepts that 
a collective and collaborative approach among practitioners is further upheld by 
a range of research-based bodies that outline the following required components 
of collective capacity through professional learning that is: 
• ongoing and sustained rather than episodic; 
• job-embedded rather than separate from the work and external to the 
school; 
• specifically aligned with the school and district goals rather than the 
random pursuit of trendy topics; 
• focused on improved results rather than projects and activities; 
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• viewed as a collective and collaborative endeavor rather than an 
individual activity. (Fullan, M. cited in DuFour and Mazano, 2011, p. 
19) 
Leadership Influences  
Today, educational leadership is not about standing at the helm alone. 
Leadership is having the ability to influence others and to use the influences of 
others to inform decisions. This view follows that teachers are leaders in their 
classrooms and they can also influence others. Farr (2010) concludes from his 
longitudinal study of effective teaching that schools do not achieve their goals on 
the efforts of the school principal alone (p. 33). Instead, Farr noted that the most 
effective teachers demonstrate leadership through their effective classroom 
practice. 
Leithwood and Louis (2011), further identify leaders as having the 
“potential to unleash latent capacities in organizations” (p. 483). Yet, little has 
been unpacked as to what takes place in the day-to-day relationships that occur 
between school leaders and teachers in schools, such as professional 
discussions and feedback from data gathered about student learning. Their 
research inquiry leads to questions as to whether or not principals and teachers 
believe that there is value in these relationships. Although it is believed that 
principal are in a position to lead individual teachers on a continuous journey 
towards professional reflection, it is unclear as to what is perceived by these 
professionals particularly regarding views as to what changes and improves 
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instruction and in turn, enhances student learning. Leithwood and Louis further 
summarize that state and district policies, practices, and other characteristics 
interact with one another and exert an influence on what school leaders do. 
These features also influence conditions in schools, classrooms, and the 
professional community of teachers (p. 484). The implication for schools from 
research lies in knowing that even as teachers continue to learn from their 
colleagues and share strategies for improving instruction, they may have 
additional capacities to lead and influence not only their students, but parents, 
peers, and even their school administrators (Leithwood & Louis, 2011, Kindle pp. 
483-485). 
Even when schools are confronted with budgetary constraints and other 
demands, educational practitioners are still expected to raise student 
achievement. Thus, the economies of working together make more sense in 
response to the challenges to be faced. Barber and Mourshed (in Stewart, 2011) 
encapsulate the need for multiple means of leadership, noting that “the quality of 
an education system cannot exceed the quality of its teachers” (p. 16), focusing 
on the professional capacities of teachers as their instruction as the key 
determinant of student achievement (Barber & Mourshed, as cited in Stewart, 
2011, p. 16) 
The key message from the research outlined here is the implication for 
educational change arising from interactions between teachers and school 
leaders. According to above research findings, improvement cannot occur in 
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isolation. Senge (1990) highlighted that school leaders cannot work in isolation 
and that improvements followed interactions and discourse (p. 36). It is noted 
that it was through professional discussions that individuals have an opportunity 
to think about and examine their perceptions and related actions which may lead 
to new meanings through interactions with others (p. 105). When the interactions 
are formal, such as supervision, principals and teachers could share discussion 
based on direct lesson observations. This process may have further bearing on 
the conversation foci relating to teaching practice and perceived changes 
needed.  
Supervision  
Historically, school systems, designated as school districts, were 
formulated as populations grew especially in urban areas across the United 
States, necessitating the need for monitoring in schools. Superintendents initially 
inspected schools to determine if teachers followed the prescribed curriculum 
and that students made 3Rs progress in lessons. According to minutes of a 
meeting held by the Middlesex County Teachers’ Association in 1845: 
“Educators in members were “not in favor of changing the present supervision 
until something better should be invented” (p. 185).  Arguments even in these 
times noted that “defects in our present modes of instruction come in great 
measure from incompetent supervision” (The Massachusetts Teachers’ 
Association,1858, pp. 185–186). As noted in this historical excerpt, instructional 
supervision has a long history, beginning with an array of models, including 
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external inspection of both what the teachers were teaching and what the 
students were learning. It wasn’t until the first half of the 19th Century that 
teacher supervision became formal activities. Compared to what we see in 
schools today, the earliest development of supervision insisted on a collegial 
relationship focused on the teacher’s interest in improving student learning, and 
on a non-judgmental observation and inquiry process.  
In 1969 Robert Goldhammer (in Marzano, Frontier, and Livingston, 2011) 
formulated the one of the earliest formal processes for supervision. He proposed 
the following five-stage process in supervision: (1) a pre-observation conference 
between supervisor and teacher concerning elements of the lesson to be 
observed; (2) classroom observation; (3) a supervisor’s analysis of notes from 
the observation, and planning for the post-observation conference;(4) a post-
observation conference between supervisor and teacher; and (5) a supervisor’s 
analysis of the post-observation conference (p. 19). Today, these stages are 
primarily reduced to three: the pre-observation conference, the observation, and 
the post-observation conference. The reflective process of Goldhammer 
continues as the preferred process of supervision (p.19)..  
Lesson observations serve as one of the main sources of gathering 
evidence about teaching and learning to guide school leaders and teachers in 
meeting the needs of their students. As part of supervision, lesson observations 
inform the extent to which teachers facilitate opportunities for student learning, 
identify areas to improve in teaching and learning, and provide information for 
 discussion and feedback as indicators for raising student achievement.
demonstrates the contribution that lesson observations can make towards school 
improvement as it informs discussions about school strategic planning, provides 
evidence for accountabilit
development. Yet, lesson observations alone do not provide sufficient 
information about the quality of teaching and learning in schools as a basis for 
professional dialogue. 
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which time they would receive a formal evaluation once. In alternative years, a 
variety of other evaluative processes were implemented such as self-evaluation, 
peer supervision, curriculum development, action research on new teaching 
strategies, or involvement in a school-wide initiative. Few supervisory systems 
today follow the stages created by Sergiovanni and Starratt although some of 
these strategies are currently being revisited in Florida and other states revising 
their supervisory and evaluation systems based on more recent research and 
initiatives such as The Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation’s Measures of 
Effective Teaching-MET Project, 2013. 
Examples can be found in schools today regarding the administrators’ 
supervisory roles and responsibilities for supporting teachers’ instructional 
strategies and methodologies. However, issues arise when considering the 
many hats that school administrators wear. School administrators have a range 
of duties in the day-to-day smooth running of their schools, but their specific 
responsibilities tend to include some or all of the following when supervising 
teachers.  The researcher outlined the following responsibilities:  
• Providing supportive and facilitating professional interactions with 
teachers.  
• Bringing individual teachers up to minimum standards of effective 
teaching (quality assurance and maintenance functions of 
supervision).  
 52 
• Improving individual teachers’ competencies, no matter how proficient 
they are deemed to be.  
• Working with groups of teachers in a collaborative effort to improve 
student learning.  
• Working with groups of teachers to adapt the local curriculum to the 
needs and abilities of diverse groups of students, while at the same 
time bringing the local curriculum in line with state and national 
standards.  
• Relating teachers’ efforts to improve their teaching to the larger goals 
of school-wide improvement in the service of quality learning for all 
children.  
Lambert (2003) argues that in the climate of accountability in schools 
today, the role of the principal should further consider that the supervisory role is 
important in building the capacity of practitioners in their schools, stating that: 
“capacity -building principals align their actions to the belief that everyone has 
the right, responsibility, and capability to work as leader” (p. 43). Lambert 
suggests that the underpinning actions for capacity building of teachers may 
require a change in how principals value the skills and talents that teachers bring 
with them not only into the classroom but also contributors to their schools as a 
whole. There are principals who may have to rethink their beliefs, core values 
and possibly their confidence to work well with others and in working differently 
by “influencing, facilitating, guiding, and mentoring” (Lambert, 2003, pp. 43–44). 
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The tasks and challenges of improving teaching and learning put school 
administrators in a dilemma. As supervisors, they can be caught between the 
demands for evaluating teachers while simultaneously seeking to transform 
teaching collaboratively. Tensions can exist in how supervision is administered in 
schools. There are contrasting views of administering supervision as a uniform, 
scientific approach to teaching. On the other hand, there is pressure for 
supervision as a flexible process based on dialogue between teachers and their 
“supervisors” taking place on a regular basis. The flexibility of this form of 
supervision relies on the shared, professional discretion of both teachers and 
school administrators not only as feedback takes the form of dialogue and 
collaboration.  
Rice’s (2010) brief summarizes research on principal effectiveness and 
leadership in an “era of accountability,” as noted in the recent research of Horng, 
Klasik, and Loeb (2009) who analyze the 40-plus tasks engaged in by principals 
( p. 2).  Horng, Klasik and Loeb conclude that principals spend almost 30 percent 
on administrative activities, including student supervision, scheduling, and 
compliance issues, and just over 20 percent of their time on organizational 
management tasks including personnel and budget matters (p. 3). In contrast, 
less than 10 percent of principal time is spent on instructional-related activities 
such as classroom observations and professional development for teachers and 
staff. Rice further notes that that the greater time spent on organizational 
management activities associate with positive school outcomes measured by 
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test score gains as well as teachers’ assessments of educational climate.  
Horng, Klasik, and Loeb’s (2009) indicate that there is marginal or little relation to 
student performance results to the principal’s day-to-day instructional activities 
(including coaching, observations of teachers, and evaluation). In some cases, 
there were teachers’ negative satisfaction perceptions of instructional climate (p. 
3). Horng, Klasik, and Loeb’s (2009) writing throws light on the extremes of 
variables within the spectrum of school leaders’ perceived impact they have on 
teachers’ instructional practice (Horng, Klasik and Loeb, cited in Rice, 2010, pp. 
2-3).  
A related study by Grissom and Loeb (2009), indicates that it’s not just the 
allocation of time, but also the principal’s skills that has bearing on their 
effectiveness in carrying out various tasks. The findings by Horng, Klasik, and 
Loeb’s (2009) do not contradict those of Grissom and Loeb, who conclude that: 
Principals devoting significant time and energy to becoming instructional 
leaders in their schools are unlikely to see improvement unless they 
increase their capacity for organizational management as well. Effective 
instructional leadership combines an understanding of the instructional 
needs of the school with an ability to target resources where they are 
needed, hire, the best available teachers, provide teacher with the 
opportunities they need to improve, and keep the school running smoothly 
(p. 32). 
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Principals’ Communication With Teachers and Teacher Feedback 
In the field of supervision over the last decade, one has seen much 
emphasis on the evaluation of instructional practice which mutually influences 
the relationships between the school leader as supervisor and teachers as those 
supervised. Hattie and Timperley (2007) noted that one trend indicates that 
teachers should be supervised according to their students’ test results. As a 
result, the use of students’ test outcomes as part of teachers’ supervision and 
evaluation has led to public blaming of teachers for shortcomings in student 
learning. Teachers are being held accountable for increasing their students’ 
scores. In turn, the results of these tests underpin judgments being made about 
the competency of individual teachers–impacting the relationships between 
school administrators and their teaching force (p. 102). 
However, effective supervision today is not implemented in isolation to 
providing teacher with feedback of their observed practice, both formally and 
informally. When considering an appreciative inquiry approach in the process of 
teacher feedback, the perceptions of administrators and teachers as to the value 
of feedback and the interactions that take place between these educators have 
warranted further research. The ways in which individuals interpret feedback 
details and information is “the key to developing positive and valuable concepts 
of self-efficacy about learning, which in turns leads to further learning” ( p. 101). 
Their study indicates that feedback is a consequence of performance; it is not a 
reinforcement. In this sense, feedback can be accepted, modified, or rejected by 
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the recipient. (p. 104) This is evident in the range of feedback provided, the 
recipients’ responses and practices found in schools.  
Hattie and Timperley (2007) argue that feedback is more effective when 
“targeted to reduce the discrepancy between current performance and what is 
desired; task- and goal-oriented feedback is more effective than when based on 
praise or negativity” (p. 86). In addressing the 3 feedback questions: Where am I 
going? How am I going? and Where to next?, Hattie and Timperley (2007) 
summarized that: 
• effective feedback at the task, process, and regulatory levels is 
interrelated;  
• feedback at the self or personal level (usually praise) is rarely 
effective; 
• providing and receiving feedback requires much skill by all parties; 
• feedback involves both the giving and receiving and that there can be 
“gulfs” between these; and 
• high quality feedback requires time to give, receive and reflect (p. 
103). 
Coaching 
Every school is different in the time given to teachers to talk about the 
changes perceived to impact student learning. Professional coaching is just one 
channel for communicating about these expectations, noted by Robbins (2011) 
as a “confidential process through which two or more professional colleagues 
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work together to reflect on current practices; expand, refine, and build new skills; 
share ideas; teach one another; conduct classroom research; or solve problems 
in the workplace” ( p. 62). Regardless of how coaching relationships are labeled, 
they mainly focus on the collaborative development, refinement, and sharing of 
professional skills and knowledge. The forms of coaching are limitless. Coaching 
might focus on instructional strategies, curriculum content, classroom 
management practices, specific students, particular problems, or instructional 
skills such as questioning techniques or process skills to generate higher-order 
thinking (Robbins, 2011, p. 62). 
Fullan and Knight (2011) note that whole-system education reform 
focuses on the “wrong drivers-----accountability, individual teacher development, 
technology, and piecemeal reform components” (p. 50). According to Fullan and 
Knight (2011) such reform drivers as capacity building, teamwork, pedagogy, 
and systemic reform are much more compatible with the strategies of good 
coaches. Further to this point, one can note that coaching should be part of an 
overall strategy to change systems and that the work of coaches is squandered if 
school principals are not instructional leaders. Fullan and Knight summarize that: 
The work of schools will go nowhere unless school districts organize 
themselves to focus relentlessly on instructional improvement. Without 
coaching, many comprehensive reform efforts will fall short of real 
improvement___the role of school leadership—of principals and 
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coaches—must be played out on a systems level to get widespread and 
sustainable improvement. (p. 53) 
In a series of studies, Joyce and Showers (1995) tested hypotheses 
related to the proposition that regular (weekly) seminars would enable teachers 
to practice and implement the content they were learning. The seminars, or 
coaching sessions, focused on classroom implementation and the analysis of 
teaching, especially students’ responses. The results were consistent: 
Implementation rose dramatically, whether experts or participants conducted the 
sessions (p. 12).  In their findings, Joyce and Showers recommended that 
teachers who were studying teaching and curriculum form small peer coaching 
groups that would share the learning process. In this way, staff development 
might directly affect student learning (p. 13). Their central concern has continued 
to focus on finding practices that benefit student when their teachers learn, grow, 
and change.  
In studying how teachers can create better learning environments for 
themselves, Joyce and Showers noted early coaching practices which 
highlighted that successful coaching teams were based of developed skills in 
collaboration. They found that teachers enjoyed the experience so much that 
they wanted to continue their collegial partnerships after they accomplished their 
initial goals (p. 14). Overtime, the number of coaches in a given school was 
found to vary from two individuals, a trio, or a team working together in coaching 
arrangements. Coaching has developed into professional discussions designed 
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to help teachers transfer into classroom practice new skills they have learned in 
a workshop or training session (p. 15). This type of coaching usually follows 
training in specific strategies or methods. For instance, if the training has 
addressed the elements of a lesson strategy such as concept attainment, the 
coaching process would revolve around how the teacher is implementing that 
strategy in the classroom. Teachers pair with consultants or one another so that 
feedback can be given about the application of the new strategy in the 
classroom. The focus of coaching activities in this context is directly related to 
the workshop or training content. Research has shown that this approach 
promotes skill transfer (Joyce and Showers, 1996, p. 16). 
Although coaching takes many forms, the most common type of activities 
found today are noted above and based on a variety of instructional supports 
and professional communities. However, if this is the only form of coaching that 
teachers experience, the process may become routine and the coaching may 
turn into coaching as unreflective practice. This could mean that teachers simply 
go through the motions of labeling the implemented behaviors and 
consequences. Robbins (1991) notes that when this happens, the aspects of the 
lesson about which the teacher is genuinely curious may go unaddressed. To be 
effective and sustained over time, coaching activities must have a deliberate 
focus and matter to the individuals involved (Robbins, 1991, p. 50). 
Other approaches to coaching involve colleagues working collaboratively 
around issues unrelated to a specific focus generated by shared training. This 
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type of coaching relies on a teacher-specified focus. Here the approach is 
intended to increase professional sharing, to refine teaching practices, and to 
enhance teacher reflection. It may also include conducting action research, 
solving problems related to instruction or curriculum design and delivery, or 
resolving problems with specific students. In other words, coaching is about 
growth and development by keeping ongoing themes alive through focused 
discussions. 
In coaching in all its forms focuses on the teacher as learner. With this in 
mind, Fullan, Bennett, and Rolheiser-Bennett (1990; 2011) describe four aspects 
of the teacher as learner—the technical, the reflective, the research, and the 
collaborative—which are played out in a variety of coaching experiences (p. 15).  
They suggest that “the mastery of a technical repertoire increases instructional 
certainty; reflective practice enhances clarity, meaning and coherence; research 
fosters investigation and exploration; collaboration enables one to receive and 
give ideas and assistance” (p. 15).  
Robbins (1998) concurs that each aspect has its separate tradition of 
research and practice, noting that  “these aspects should be integrated and offer 
a useful framework for conceptualizing a variety of coaching activities that have 
at their core the notion of the teacher as learner” (p. 62). Coaching is viewed 
differently to evaluation. It is intended as a means of supporting and helping 
teachers to reflect on their practice. Several school systems have supported 
coaching as a way to increase feedback about instruction and curriculum. 
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Robbins speaks of how teachers, reflecting on the support that coaching offers 
before the formal evaluation process, described it as “a dress rehearsal before 
the final performance” (p. 62). In this context, coaching is seen as “a time when 
you can take risks and try out new ideas, instructional strategies, or different 
approaches” (Robbins, 1991, p. 62). 
In reference to the work of Tschannen-Moran (2011) one is able clarify 
the differences between coaching and evaluation, whereby, evaluations identify 
deficiencies and hold educators accountable. On the other hand, coaching 
supports the ways adults learn. Both evaluation and coaching have their place in 
schools, as “research into adult learning points to three principles that are crucial 
to successful coaching: it must be teacher-centered, it must be no-fault, and it 
must be strengths-based” (p. 15). 
Mourshed, Chinezi, and Barber (2010) note in their study of developing 
countries that schools that had gone from poor to fair when focusing their 
interventions equally on accountability and professional learning. However, 
countries that had gone from great to excellent were found to be focused 78 
percent of their interventions on professional learning and only 22 percent on 
accountability (p. 116). The researcher took into consideration for this study that 
interactions in schools could also be affected in similar ways. For example, the 
foci of professional conversations that took place among school leaders and 
teachers could possibly lead to desired changes noting that once the capacity of 
teachers reaches a certain level, continued formative coaching and discussion 
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processes could possibly become the source of synergy in schools through 
shared ideas and moves towards innovation, energy and motivation.  
Formative Coaching Leading to Professional Conversation 
Building on the concepts of coaching as a means of supporting teachers 
as learners, this research comes to focus on more formal aspects of coaching 
that engage individuals in conversations “strategically” to increase clarity, 
improve understanding and provide identified needs for change within practices 
affecting an organization. Professional conversations were then defined for this 
research in terms of discussions that informed staff and stakeholders about how 
to incorporate new insights on key understandings and practices into the 
organization’s culture. “The creation of new knowledge around issues and future 
trends likely to affect the organization then emerge to foster the development of 
key future strategies.” (p. 1). This overview outlines purposeful and professional 
conversations as the pulse of organizations. Understandably, no single 
conversation is guaranteed to transform and change individuals, practice and 
outcomes — yet there are possibilities that any single conversation can make 
the impact needed for change. Scott (2002) suggests that in relation to leaders,  
conversations can serve as a key to transforming organizations. Scott sees this 
as “the work of the leader and the workhorses of an organization” (p. 19). 
Generally, school leaders have strived in creating communities of 
educators who collaboratively reflect on and improve their practice with the 
principal’s support. Within the context of schools, Nidus and Sadder (2011) 
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viewed the process of professional conversations as formative coaching, which 
focused discussions about student learning and the impact of teaching as the 
foundation for teacher guidance and professional development. In formative 
coaching, teachers and administrators analyze student data to determine next 
steps for instruction (p. 32). Formative coaching leads to professional 
conversations intent on building deep analysis of teaching and learning—and on 
the assumption that the ultimate purpose of improving instructional practice is to 
improve student achievement (p. 34). 
In adapting the business model of Scott (2002) to that of educational 
settings, the work of the school leader and the “workhorse” of the school related 
to teachers’ professional development and actions perceived to impact and 
accelerate student learning. That is, the emerging strategy for improving 
teaching could be through the use of professional conversations. To underpin 
the professional conversations between principals and their teachers would then 
entail addressing student needs, their learning towards raising their 
achievement.  Practicing and championing conversations could be considered a 
means to building capacity and a way to serving as effective agents for strategic 
success, structuring the basis for high levels of alignment, collaboration and 
partnership at all levels within the organization (p. 19). 
According to Scott (2002), in order to execute initiatives and deliver goals, 
leaders may need conversations that interrogate reality, provoke learning, tackle 
tough challenges, and enrich relationships. Scott sees such conversations 
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varying from big ideas, transforming a practice, improving relationships, 
enhancing collaboration to providing professional development towards 
improved performance that goes with it. What became evident is the opportunity 
for success to occur one conversation at a time. (p. 6) Asking the right questions 
and engaging in strategic conversations are critical leadership skills when 
considering the desire for transformations. In such ways, the conversation is key 
factor in individual considerations of change agency. Scott provided a concrete 
example to underpin the importance of professional conversations:  
If the conversation stops, all of the possibilities for the relationship  
become smaller and all of the possibilities for the individuals in the  
relationship become smaller, until one day we overhear ourselves in  
midsentence, making ourselves smaller in every encounter, behaving as if  
we are just the space around our shoes, engaged in yet another three- 
minute conversation so empty of meaning it crackles. (p. 6) 
Thus, conversation held in the context of proposing change in teaching practice 
could enhances those relationships to have the desired impact. In the context of 
educational settings, it was also necessary to consider that conversations held 
between teachers and their administrators may involve sharing of strategies, 
guidance and approval. Therefore, the professional conversations potentially 
held in schools goes beyond goals; the conversation is also a key factor for 
impacting professional relationships. Scott concludes that “every organization 
wants to feel it’s having a real conversation with its employees” (p. 6). 
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Analysis of the literature pointed to a need for further research. Chronicled 
here was the progress and reform that already exists. Yet, with reform in the 
area of coaching conversations was worthy of further research as it could be 
relevant to current practices and trends in schools at this time. The researcher 
sought means of finding out what educational professionals perceived to be the 
impact of professional conversations that somehow build their world of meaning. 
The study of the perceptions of principals and teachers could bring further insight 
into the social constructs in schools and enlighten the understanding of the 
impact and possible significance of professional conversations among principals 
and teachers. To research these educational constructs could also inform us of 
the factors that help school to accomplish the goals of the organization, build 
teachers’ capacity, improve teaching and learning and raise student 
achievement.  
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CHAPTER THREE 
RESEARCH METHODOLOGIES 
Research Methodologies 
The purpose of this descriptive research was to examine the perceptions 
of principals and teachers regarding shared ideas and agreements impact 
teachers’ practice and potentially lead to changed and improved instructional 
practice. The methodology was thus guided by the research questions set out in 
Chapter one. In order to pursuing the research, details about the site of the 
study, selection of the participant population, developing the instrumentation and 
means data collection would be integral to effective data analysis. Chapter three 
outlines the research methodology by describing how the surveys and interviews 
questions were developed and conducted in the academic year 2013-2014. 
In order for the researcher to examine the perceptions of education 
professionals, the research was focused on soliciting educational professionals 
in one public school district in Southern California. The selection of the district 
was made based on the fact that there had not previously been formal study of 
the professional interactions among principals and teachers in the district. By 
limiting the study to one school district in California, the researcher did not intend 
to generalize findings to all teachers and principals across the district, the State 
of California nor beyond. However, the research raised questions, offered initial 
observations and gave insights into the perceptions of school-based 
professionals.  
 67 
The invitation to participate in this research was offered to principals and 
teachers in 10 of the school in the selected public school district. At the time of 
the research during the 2013-2014 academic year, participating principals and 
teachers were actively employed in the schools. Participants represented 
elementary, middle and high school levels, and were in full time- or part-time 
employment. All participants represented California principals and teachers with 
the certification required for their positions, including identification as highly 
qualified under federal mandates. In seeking to bring understanding of the range 
and purposes of professional communication that takes place in schools 
between principals and teachers, the researcher incorporated quantitative and 
qualitative methodologies to investigate variables in principals’ actions and their 
perceptions of the range of conversations or conferencing they share with 
teachers and what they perceive to impact teachers’ pedagogical practice. In 
turn, data was collated of the perceptions of teachers who engaged in 
individualized interactions were explored to uncover what they perceive to 
change their practice.  
The methodology of this research offered validity to underpin findings and 
to provide an avenue for future studies in the field of social constructions in 
educational organizations, and particularly in schools to follow suite. A number of 
assumptions were made in respect to the context of professional discussions 
and conversations that were likely to be taking place in schools. In particular, this 
research made assumptions regarding the likelihood of professional 
 68 
conversations between principals and their teachers being focused on enhancing 
teachers’ instructional practice, discussing teaching strategies and how to 
improve students’ learning.  
First, there was an assumption that as education professionals, principals 
and teachers had opportunities to share ideas. Furthermore, their perceptions 
were assumed to have similar purposes of their discussions together within the 
context of influencing teaching and learning practice. The researcher considered 
that, beyond the potential for discussions taking place between principals and 
teachers, there would be an array of people with whom the teachers may be 
associated with, and in turn be influenced. The basis of discussions, if present 
between principals and teachers, was assumed to be dependent on purpose and 
opportunities for them to confer on matters such as teachers’ instructional 
practice, profession development and strategies to impact student learning.  
Second, the depth and context of discussion was assumed to be 
dependent on the capacity of individual and these factors would vary from one 
person to the next. Regarding the interpretation of matters discussed and how 
information is shared and understood, was assumed to rely on individual 
understanding of the conventions of language, as educational terminologies and 
concepts presented could further be open to interpretation.  
Thirdly, the researcher assumed that the participating principals and 
teachers had constructed meaning within their own lives and work as educators 
on the basis that they formed their own ideas about what effective teaching was 
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and how practice could be changed and potentially improved. This assumption 
was built on the premises that there were opportunities for discussions to take 
place between these specific groups relating to instructional practice. Finally, 
there was the assumption that principals and teachers enters into discussions 
about teaching and its impact on learning with the intent of changing and 
improving teachers’ practice. Based on the identified assumptions of this 
research, the researcher sought to identify if there was evidence of “shared” 
ideas and agreed strategies decided by principals and teachers. With these 
assumptions in mind, the researcher wished to validate findings through concise 
quantitative and qualitative methodologies that entailed the formulation of the 
research questions underpinned with the surveys and interviews conducted as 
part of this study.  
It was the intent of the researcher to highlight the constraints of 
subjectivity and associated impact on the survey design and questions, research 
methodologies, interpreting data gathered, and in formulating conclusions. To 
reduce subjectivity, the overarching purpose of this research was to present the 
perceptions of principals and teachers in terms of identifying the likelihood of 
shared ideas and agreements that could change (and improve) teachers’ 
instructional practice. The researcher proposed that there consideration would 
have to be given variation and constraints in the quality and timeliness of 
discussions that each group perceives in constructing ideas for changing 
teachers’ practices. Thus, the overarching research methodologies had to 
 70 
include the means by which one could identify perceptual similarities and 
differences among principals and teachers. Neither correlations nor hypotheses 
were formed as part of this research. The research question, design and 
methodology were only intended to describe the perceptions the respondents’ 
responses to the survey and interviews as part of the findings. 
Research Questions 
In soliciting the perspectives of principals and teachers, it was important 
that the researcher posed questions that provides evidence of the participants’ 
perceptions and studied their responses. For this purpose, a survey 
questionnaire was designed and formulated by the researcher based on the 
synthesized literature review. 
1. Do principals perceive that professional conversations with teachers 
that involve the sharing of ideas and agreed next steps in teachers’ 
instruction changes teaching practices? 
2. Do teachers perceive that professional conversations with their 
principal involve the sharing of ideas and agreed next steps in 
instruction changes their practice? 
3. If teachers perceive that professional conversations with their principal 
that involve the sharing of ideas and agreed next steps in teachers’ 
instruction changes their practice, what contributed to this change? 
4. If teachers do not perceive that professional conversations with their 
principal that involve the sharing of ideas and agreed next steps in 
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teachers’ instruction changes their practice, what contributed to this 
change? Why not? 
5. What factors contribute to the perceptions of principals and their 
teachers relating to the research questions? 
6. What are the similarities and differences in the perceptions of 
principals and teachers? 
Site of Study 
The research took place in a public school district serving approximately 
29,000 students at 34 schools in Southern California. On average, teachers in 
the district have 14 years of experience and receive $70,221 per year. The 
district spends $9,209 per year per student. 77% of students receive reduced 
price lunches (School District Database, 2012). Demographically, the public 
school district is located in an urban area that is generally lower socio-
economically than the rest of California when measured on the basis of median 
household income, percentage of residents living below the poverty level, and 
percentage of residents over the age of 25 with a Bachelor’s degree. The 
median household income in the district was $49,661 compared to $61,632 for 
the State of California. 14.1% of residents aged 25 years and older attained a 
Bachelor’s degree compared to 30.2% in California. The United States Census 
also showed the poverty rate in the district was 15.7% compared to 14.4% for 
the entire state. As of the latest census data, 70.5% of the city’s population was 
Hispanic or Latino, 48% White, 8.5% Asian, 7.3% Black or African American, 
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4.4% of Two or More Races, and 0.1% Native Hawaiian and other Pacific 
Islanders (U.S. Government Census Bureau, 2012). 
Population 
The public school district in Southern California consists of 4 senior high 
schools, 5 middle schools and 25 elementary schools. The school district 
composed of 28,997 students. The school district was selected because of size, 
accessibility and the willingness of the superintendent to support the research. 
The participants were representative of the district school according to their 
credentials and employment status. The participants were all employed during 
the research period as educators selected from among principals and teachers 
in schools grade levels kindergarten through 12 (K-12). The researcher chose 
the district on the basis the policy that school administrators supervised their 
teachers, including formal evaluation. Based on the number of respondents, the 
study survey sampling was selected from 10 participating schools within the K-
12 levels. The final analysis was taken from 47 respondents, comprising of 9 
principals and 56 teachers.  
In discussions with the superintendent and district officers, it was made 
known to the researcher that the district officers valued the opportunity to learn 
from the research intending to use the research findings as a means of informing 
the district’s professional development strategies. There was a desire to 
incorporate the “best practices” into its schools and the hope that the research 
would enlighten and enhance district wide professional development programs 
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developed for principals and it teachers. The district officers advocated that all 
school administrators should learn strategies for effective communication in the 
processes of observing lessons, providing teachers’ feedback, and implementing 
strategies for improving teaching and learning in their schools.  
Instrumentation 
Surveys 
A major challenge in undertaking this research was to address the 
research questions and to link the instrumentation and methodology of the 
research to the literature. After reviewing the literature on social constructivism, 
educational leadership and professional conversations, the research questions 
were used to initiate and refine the processes of developing survey instruments 
and interview protocols. The survey questionnaire was developed by the 
researcher in two separate versions; one version for school administrators, and 
one version for teachers. The administration or teaching role of each respondent 
determined the version of the survey questionnaire that each respondent used. 
Each version used the same questions with slightly different wording used on the 
basis of the respondent’s role. The questionnaires focused on participants’ 
perceptions of opportunities for professional conversations taking place in their 
school between principals and teachers. Once feedback was received for the 
draft surveys, modifications were made in four areas.  
The first change involved vocabulary choice, where the researcher 
decided to define the terms principal and teacher. The researcher’s decision was 
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based on Dillman’s (2000) recommendation that vocabulary choice in survey 
questionnaires should be words that are likely to be understood by the majority 
of respondents (p. 81). For example, the term conferencing could be confusing in 
educational terminology with discussions held between teachers and their 
students.  
The second change involved the ordering and naming of the 5-point 
choices for items on a Likert scale. Initially, the researcher selected the term 
“undecided” for the mid-range or position 3. However, it was decided to delete 
this term from the surveys after considering the findings of an experimental study 
performed by Willits and Janota in 1996 cited in Stopher (2012). Their studies 
note that the ordering of scaled responses is evaluated with emphasis on where 
response choice should be positioned. They found that when using an 
“undecided” at the end of the choices, their research respondents’ were more 
likely placed at the end of the scale, i.e. position 3. By changing the Likert scale 
wording and the positioning of choices, Willits and Janota found that 
respondents were more likely to select one of the directional opinion categories, 
i.e. strongly disagree, disagree, agree, or strongly agree (p. 201).  
After further research on scale choice ordering in the studies of Babbie 
(2011) and Dillman, (2000), the researcher decided to arrange the scale choices 
without the term “undecided” to avoid confusing or distracting wording into the 
study that it was not designed to address. Instead, the selection range for 1 to 5 
made reference to 1 = strongly disagree, 2 = partially disagree, 3 = neither agree 
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nor disagree, 4 = partially agree, and 5 = strongly agree. The rationale for this 
decision was based on the desire to limit bias and maintain a reasonable degree 
of reliability and validity in the instrument. (Babbie, 2011, p. 259; Dillman, 2000, 
p. 81) 
The questionnaires for principals and teachers were designed to have 
ranking and choice-worded items in order to reduce the occurrence of responses 
set among respondents. The inclusion of these types of questions and the need 
to vary how the items were arranged in the questionnaires required a third 
change involved the ordering of items in multiple-choice and ranking questions.  
As described by Dillman (2000), response set is a phenomenon that 
occurs among respondents when they may mindlessly begin checking items on 
a survey questionnaire without carefully reading the question (p. 4).  Various 
techniques have been used among writers of questionnaires to guard against the 
occurrence of response set, including the use of different visual cues and the 
careful wording of questions (p. 88). After analyzing the draft survey questions, 
the researcher determined that the ordering of the questionnaire items could 
produce a distraction to respondents in that an participants could perceive that 
questions were designed with patterns of positive and negative items. Dillman 
(2000) discussed this patterning problem, and stated, “this practice [of a 
patterned response layout] appears to lead to respondents having to concentrate 
more on how to respond correctly than on the substance of each question” (p. 
129). As a result of this raised awareness relating to patterning, the researcher 
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re-ordered choices available to participants in items relating to question 10 in 
both principal and teacher surveys.  
The fourth change involved disaggregating the survey demographic data 
relating to the respondents’ school age range as there were 8 specific school 
configurations in the school district. Another question related to making a 
distinction among the ethnicities and race to reflect the population of the town 
and school district. The demographic items for the administrators’ version of the 
questionnaire were similar to those of the teachers, yet questions did not include 
items related to their teaching experience. To illustrate these changes, the 
survey questionnaires are presented in Appendix A. Teachers’ Survey 
Questionnaire and Appendix B. Principals’ Survey Questionnaire.  
Data Collection. Initial contact with the Superintendent of the public school 
district was made on October 25, 2013, and written permission to proceed with 
the research study was granted on April 4, 2014. Prior to a conference call to the 
district, the researcher provided verification to the Superintendent of the 
Institutional Review Board (IRB) Research Approval which indicated the 
research purpose and implications for soliciting principal and teacher participants 
found in Appendix C. Institutional Review Board Research Approval. A 
conference call was arranged in January 2014 with the assistant superintendent 
to scope out the implications for implementing the research, selecting 10 
participant schools, and the relevance of the research to the district’s priorities. 
The assistant superintendent indicated that a meeting taking place in the same 
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month would give the assistant superintendent an opportunity to speak 
personally to the 10 principals invited to participate in the research surveys and 
phone interviews. Administrators received a follow up email from the district with 
details of the survey online hyperlink, research background information, and 
instructions for participation procedures which included a cover letter explaining 
the research purpose, timeline and distribution details for teacher with a copy of 
the Informed Consent Form authorized by the Institutional Review Board (IRB) 
(see Appendix D. Institutional Review Board authorized Informed Consent 
Form). 
Information provided further detailed the invitation to administrators and 
teachers to participate in a confidential phone interview with the researcher. The 
participation in the phone interview included an incentive of a $10 gift certificate 
for a local café and as a way for the researcher to express thanks for their 
participation. All participation was on a voluntary basis. Phone interviews were 
conducted by the researcher and took place individually from June 2 through 
July 1, 2014. The processes for participation maintained anonymity. 
A follow-up reminder email was delivered via email by the researcher to 
the administrators two weeks later, reminding them and the teachers in their 
school to complete the survey questionnaires. The researcher then scrutinized 
all completed questionnaires through the Qualtrics data bank after another two-
week period had passed. A final reminder letter was e-mailed to all participating 
schools at that point, and then the researcher finalizes the data collection of all 
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survey questionnaires in the Qualtrics data bank on July 1, 2014. Qualtrics 
further allows for all questionnaires to be numbered for the purpose of counting 
and tracking. The researcher conducted 6 separate confidential, phone 
interviews with all survey participants who returned their signed and dated 
Informed Consent Form volunteering to be interviewed. In turn, written 
permission to be interviewed was granted by each participant before each 
interview began. The 10 interview questions (see Appendix E. Phone interview 
questions-teachers and Appendix F. Phone interview questions-principals), 
based on the survey questionnaire, were semi-structured with open-ended 
questions intended to reveal in more detail the respondents’ thoughts and 
observations regarding their views and opinions of the types and purposes of 
professional conversations that take place in their schools. There were 4 
practicing principals in the district who were interviewed about their perceptions 
of the professional conversations with teachers in their own schools. Two 
employed teachers at the time of the research also agreed to be interviewed. 
These participants provided responses from the perspective of the roles they 
held. All respondents were asked to make recommendations for improvements 
they perceived to enhance the professional conversations they experienced. 
Data Analysis. A total of 10 principals, 12 assistant principals, and 246 
teachers employed in the representative schools were invited to participate in 
surveys, using both questionnaires and phone interview protocol developed by 
the researcher. Of the available population of teachers in the 10 schools who 
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were invited to participate, 47 teacher participants returned partial or fully 
completed survey questionnaire for a response rate of 19.10 %. Of the 47 
questionnaire respondents, 2 teacher respondents were interviewed by the 
researcher. Eight of the 10 principals and assistant principals (APs) returned 
completed surveys. There was one partially completed principals’ survey 
questionnaire for a response rate of 80.00%. Four principals were interviewed by 
the researcher. 
The descriptive study sought to investigate the perceived types and 
purpose of the professional conversations among specific subjects focused on 
the context of their own schools and experiences, which consisted of a total of 
56 respondents of whom 9 were principals and 47 were teachers. Inclusively, the 
study set out to identify factors perceived to impact of the professional 
conversations they had experienced. The subjects involved in the study were 
from a set population and not randomly selected. They consisted of all 
elementary, middle school, and high school teachers and administrators who 
were employed by the chosen district for the 2013-2014 school year.  
To maintain the confidentiality of the participants, the selecting and 
soliciting of participants for the online surveys were made by the researcher via 
the superintendent as an introduction to the research. The researcher followed 
up by sending individual emails to each principal. In turn, the principals sent a 
mailshot to their teaching staff containing the survey hyperlink. The completion of 
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the surveys was voluntary and each email was explicit about the confidentiality 
of the respondents’ details, their schools, and responses. 
Survey questionnaires were modeled on those typically used in research 
studies to generalize from a sample to a population so that inferences could be 
drawn about information obtained from the population. Social scientists, 
educators, policy analysts, and others commonly conduct surveys to learn about 
beliefs, attitudes, reported behaviors, or experiences prevalent in a population. In 
the educational setting, surveys would be used to obtain demographic 
information, assess practices, procedures, or programs in a school district, or 
reveal attitudes, opinions, and perceptions about such practices or procedures. 
Data in these circumstances would be obtained from only a small fraction of the 
total population in a relatively short amount of time. Therefore, survey 
questionnaires would be considered a wise investment of both time and 
resources which could be rigorously analyzed (Babbie, 2011; Dillman, 2000; Gay 
& Airasian, 2003). 
The surveys were facilitated by Qualtrics, an online survey platform for 
designing, distributing, and evaluating the survey results. Once the survey 
questionnaire data was collected and organized, the descriptive statistics were 
computed using the Qualtrics statistical values program in order to obtain the 
frequency counts, statistical means, variance, and standard deviation for 8 
demographic items and 8 items related to perceived types, purpose and impact 
of professional conversations. Means and standard deviations were computed 
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for the perceived types, purpose and priorities identified by the research subjects 
of professional conversations for the 16 survey items. A cross-tabulation was 
then made of the demographic items and, where possible, with the perception 
items with corresponding questions. 
Phone Interviews 
The interview process provided a deeper understanding of the 
respondents’ perceptions of the shared ideas and agreements that changed 
teachers’ instructional practice. The interview protocol was based on the survey 
questionnaire, with semi-structured and open-ended questions similar to the 
survey questions, but designed to allow interview participants to elaborate more 
fully on their perceptions and thoughts.  
According to Gay and Airasian (2003), interviews were considered to 
produce in-depth data not possible with questionnaires as the interviews were 
considered an effective means of asking questions that could not effectively be 
structured into a multiple choice format, such as those that require lengthy 
responses.). They further emphasized that “the interviewer can often obtain data 
that respondents would not give on a questionnaire, which may result in more 
accurate and honest responses since the interview can explain and clarify both 
the purpose of the research and individual questions” (Gay and Airasian, 2003, 
p. 291). 
The principals’ phone interview protocol addressed the same themes as 
the questionnaire. The interview questions were designed with semi-structured 
and open-ended, which allowed respondents to respond in greater detail and 
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provide an in-depth description of their perceptions of the frequency of 
professional conversations taking place between principals and teachers. 
Demographic data provided by the phone interview respondents included their 
school’s designated grade levels, years of teaching experience, and their 
experiences relating to professional conversations with the administrator(s) in 
their current schools. 
Data Analysis. The interview data was transcribed by the researcher and 
analyzed using a standard content analysis approach. The ATLAS ti software 
was used to analyze each of the 6 interviews transcribed by the researcher to 
find “family” words and phrases that could lead to quantifiable themes. The 
participant responses were then combined for each question, i.e. all 6 
interviewees’ responses were combined into one document,  with word analysis. 
Frequency of phrases related to each theme was next determined by first 
counting the total number of phrases that occurred per interview question that 
the theme was based upon. In order to determine percentage of inter-rater 
agreement, the phrases related to each theme that were counted, as well as the 
phrases that were not related to each theme were counted. This total included 
each phrase mentioned, which were then synthesized to determine the re-
occurrence of specific words to formulate the themes and those not related to 
the theme. Once this total was determined for each interview question, the 
frequencies were determined for phrases only related to each theme mentioned 
for each interview question.  
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Validity and Reliability 
The total number of survey respondents in this research was 47 as 
represented from the sample of 246 teacher respondents and 9 administrator 
respondents which included open survey responses from both sets of 
respondents. Additionally, there were 6 interviews undertaken, represented by 2 
teachers and 4 administrators. In this respect, the survey sample was limited. 
However, the data gathered were reliable with regard to the accounting of 
perceptions collated from the surveys and interviews. Content validity for the 
survey was addressed through questions developed from the review of literature 
to substantiate each survey questionnaire and interview item. 
The research surveys’ content validity or the degree to which an 
instrument measures an intended content area had both item validity and 
sampling validity. Item validity was concerned with whether the items were 
relevant to the measurement of the intended content area, and sampling validity 
measured how well the questions sample the total content area being tested 
(Gay and Airasian, 2003, p. 136). Development of item relevancy and 
representation from the literature assured a reasonable degree of content 
validity. Reliability, or the degree to which an instrument consistently measures 
whatever it measures, was tested using the Qualtrics’ statistical analysis. This 
analysis checked for the internal consistency of instruments that were scored 
with more than 2 choices, such as the 5 scaled responses ranging from strongly 
disagree to strongly agree used in the survey questionnaire (Gay and Airasian, 
2003, p. 155). 
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The data were collected in Qualtrics, then exported to Excel, for additional 
analysis, including the percentages of responses from the 56 respondents for 
each item. This online survey tool supported the research-based methodology by 
providing visual means for disaggregating survey data for analysis. The 
researcher was careful to construct survey questions that avoided leading words 
that could influence how respondent principals and teachers respond to 
questions. Therefore, the survey questions were designed to provide meaningful 
choices for respondents. The surveys allowed respondents to add anecdotal 
statements as an option. A funneling approach is used by posing questions 
based on a matrix of professional conversation components that were likely to 
occur between principals and the teachers completing the perception survey. 
Using questions, underpinned by research findings further supported 
triangulation. The surveys were presented in a 5-point Likert format, providing 
response options that were mutually exclusive so that clear choices could be 
made. In this way, the researcher created specific questions to gain specific 
understanding about principals’ and teachers’ perceptions of conversations that 
may have included the shared ideas and agreements that are perceived to 
change teachers’ instructional practice. A space was provided for participants to 
write in comments as an additional option. 
Threats to the Validity of the Research 
Every effort was made by the researcher to monitor and avoid bias. 
However, the processes for soliciting participants, developing the survey and 
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interpreting the findings of this research, even with the best intent, could be 
nonetheless value-laden. Formulating the questions for the survey had been 
challenging. Firstly, recording the principals’ perceptions then the perceptions of 
teachers in the form of survey resulted in formulating and categorizing the 
varying degrees of collaboration that take place to impact teachers’ instructional 
practices. For example, areas of teachers’ perceptions were constructed to 
provide principals the option of varying their responses, as needed, according to 
the perceptions of teacher based on the influences to changing their instructional 
practice. This factor in itself was problematic as to the subjectivity of perceptions 
without the use of a rubric or agreed criterion referenced guide. Districts provide 
a range of observation, feedback and evaluation tools for use in schools. Thus, 
this research, in the absence of sound rubrics, did not fully validate responses to 
underpin and understand how principals and teachers inform their responses. 
Another challenge in designing an effective survey questioning had been 
the avoidance of posing intrusive questions. One key component in designing 
the professional conversation survey questions for the research had been 
maintaining confidentiality in seeking the perspectives of principals and teachers 
about one another. Therefore, asking participating teachers to indicate the level 
of their competency was a non-starter. Asking such questions would be contrary 
to the ethics of the survey as it could lead to the identification of teachers. In the 
analysis of the survey data, it was found that questions beginning sentences with 
the same statement were not easily disaggregated in Excel. The use of similar 
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sentences could confuse respondents. This would be addressed in future survey 
designs by allowing for expanded Excel cells to ensure accuracy in recording 
findings, ensuring clarity in posing questions, and structuring sentences. The 
limited size of the population studied is another limitation. With 56 respondents 
there were limited data to enhance the validity of these findings with a small 
sampling of respondents to support generalization to the larger population of 
teachers and administrators. However, even with the limitations indicated, this 
research allowed for further checks of the planned data collection and analysis 
procedures that may later apply to future research. 
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CHAPTER FOUR 
RESULTS 
Overview 
Chapter 4 presents the disaggregated data from the surveys followed by a 
summary of the interview results. It was important that the researcher 
consistently referenced the research questions to address the findings. As the 
researcher’s purpose in conducting this descriptive study was to determine 
principals’ and teachers’ perceptions in relation of the professional conversations 
taking place in their schools, there was a constant reflection on the literature 
reviewed, the research instrumentation and how data were to be effectively 
gathered to demonstrate if shared ideas and factors believed to change 
instructional practice were present. If not, then questions arose as to why not. 
Chapter four presents the disaggregated data resulting from the surveys 
followed by a summary of the interview results to make these discoveries. 
The research was conducted in one public school district located in 
Southern California with elementary, middle school and high school educators. 
To underpin the questionnaires and interviews, social constructivism, 
enculturation and cultural reproduction, appreciative theory, educational 
leadership and change agency were referenced. The researcher also considered 
processes in the district schools that could influence respondents’ perceptions, 
for example, regularity of administrators’ observations of lessons, feedback on 
instructional practice, opportunities for coaching and professional development. 
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Of the 44 schools in the district, 10 schools were selected by the district 
administration which were representative across the elementary, middle, and 
high school levels. The research required that the administrators would be 
comprised of principals and assistant principals. Administrators and full-time or 
part-time teachers who participated in the study were actively employed during 
the academic year 2013-2014. The selection of the 10 schools was identified by 
the district superintendent of whom there were representatives of 246 part-time 
and full-time teachers; 10 principals; and 12 assistant principals eligible to 
participate in the online surveys and phone interviews.  
Emails were sent to the 10 participating schools as agreed by the 
researcher with the district superintendent. Each email was directly sent to the 
principals of these 10 schools via the district intranet in the first instance to avoid 
“spam” deliveries. The initial emails sent by the district to principals contained 
hyperlinks and were distributed to 10 schools under the direction of the district 
superintendent. Apart from a brief meeting with the district administration, no 
meetings were held between the researcher and those individuals participating in 
the surveys and phone interviews.  
Considering the number of schools approached for the research, relatively 
few participants responded to the research survey questionnaires and phone 
interviews. There were 47 teachers and 9 principals for a total of 56 professions 
who undertook the surveys. From the returned surveys, the researcher was able 
to use, on average, the available data from between 18 to 47 teachers and 8 to 9 
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principal respondents from the survey questionnaires dependent on the numbers 
answering each survey item. There were 9 teachers an 2 principal respondents 
who added their personal comments where the survey provided opportunities to 
record their perspectives in open commentary options. All responses and 
commentaries provided valuable data with a rich and detailed account of the 
respondents’ perceived views of professional conversations which involved the 
sharing of professional ideas and their perceptions of factors that could lead to 
changes in teachers’ instructional practice.  
Demographics: Survey Results Particular 
to Each Respondent Group 
The first part of the survey questionnaire asked participants to respond to 
demographic items about themselves. The survey’s demographic items 
developed by the researcher were based on current research on social 
constructivism and educational practices in the context of the participants’ roles, 
school settings, and experiences. Firstly, results are shown for the teacher 
respondents’ survey demographics. Teachers’ Survey respondents were asked 
to report demographic data about themselves in the categories of gender, age, 
ethnicity, race, student levels taught, years of teaching experience within the 
state of California and overall years as a teacher. Of the 47 teacher respondents, 
32% were male and 67.57% female. Regarding their ethnicity and race, 51.35% 
were White/Caucasian, 18.92% Black or African American, 5.41% Asian, 2.70% 
Native American or Alaska Native, Native Hawaiian or other Pacific Islanders, 
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13.51% of Two or more Races, 8.11% Unspecified Other. There were 38.89% 
teacher respondents identified as Hispanic or Latino, 50% Not Hispanic or 
Latino, and 11.11% Unspecified Other. There was a wide range of ages 
represented among the teachers, with near even distribution in the 35 to 64 age 
brackets. There were 38 teacher respondents to the item referencing their age 
represented by 2.63% in the 25 to 34 age range, 32 % in the 35 to 44 and 55 to 
64 age groups, 28.95% in the 45 to 54 age span, and 5.26% in the 65 years or 
older category. Tables 1 through 3 present the statistical values for teachers’ 
responses to the Teachers’ Survey Item 1 –gender; Survey Item 2 – Race; and 
Survey Item 18- ethnicity. Variances account for the range of races represented 
by the teacher respondents. It is noted that the frequencies and percentages 
represented in the tables did not add up consistently to the same tallies as up to 
47 survey questionnaires were completed by the teacher respondents and up to 
9 surveys completed by the administrators as incomplete surveys were not 
recorded in the demographic and other survey result data. 
Table 1 
Statistical Values for Teachers’ Survey Item 1: Gender 
Statistic values Value 
  
Min value 1.00 
Max value 2.00 
M 1.68 
Variance 0.23 
SD 0.47 
Total Responses 37.00 
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Teacher respondents’ gender statistical values show a significant 
variance with female respondent representing 35.57% more female than male 
teacher survey participants. 
Table 2 
Statistical Values for Teachers’ Survey Item 2: Race  
Statistic values Value 
Min value 1 
Max value 8 
M 2.89 
Variance 7.27 
SD 2.7 
Total responses 37 
 
Teacher respondents’ Race verify the differences in the survey 
respondent teachers’ representation from the different racial groups with a 
significant variance across all groups. The most outstanding racial group 
represented are among White teachers with 51.35% representation in 
comparison to the other racial groups in the sample respondents.  
Table 3 
Statistical Values for Teachers’ Survey Item 18: Ethnicity 
Statistic values Value 
Min value 4.00 
Max value 7.00 
M 4.83 
Variance 0.83 
SD 0.91 
Total responses 36.00 
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Considering the district’s 70.5% Hispanic or Latino population, the 
representation of this ethnic group among the research sample respondents 
(Table 3) is extremely low in comparison to the district wide population. The 
statistical values for the number of research respondents further reflect these 
differences. Further demographic data revealed that among the teacher 
respondents, there were 94% designated as full-time employees and 6% part-
time. In noting the differences between teacher respondents’ California 
compared to overall teaching experience, those teachers with 3 to 5 and 9 to 15 
or more years of teaching experience overall were found to be in California. The 
breakdown of teacher respondents experience for those with less than 9 years’ 
experience was represented by 1 to 2 years at 3% and those with 6 to 8 years’ 
experience outside of California at 9% Ninety-seven percent of respondents 
worked full time during the school year 2013-2014. 
Table 4 shows the distinction in the grade spans taught by the teacher 
respondents. Among the teacher respondents represented in the survey, a 
significant percentage of teacher respondents (over 71%) were teaching at the 
high school level. 
Tables 5 and 6 show the teacher respondents’ California and career 
experiences respectively in terms of the number of years they have served as 
teachers. There were no differences for those teachers with 9 or more years of 
experience. 
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Table 4 
Results for Teachers’ Survey Item 4: Teaching Grade Span 
Teaching 
grade span f % 
   
Pre K-6 0 0.00 
Pre K-8 4 11.76 
Pre K + 6–8 4 11.76 
Grades 6–8 0 0.00 
Grades K–12 1 2.94 
Grades 7–12 1 2.94 
Grades 9–12 24 70.60 
Total 34 100.00 
   
Note. n = 34. 
Table 5 
Teachers’ Survey Item 5: Respondents’ California Teaching Experience  
California teaching 
experience f % 
 
 
 
Less than 1 year 0  0.00 
1–2 years 1  2.94 
3–5 years 1   2.94 
6–8 years 3  8.82 
9–11 years 5  14.71 
12–15 years 7  20.59 
> 15 years  17   50.00 
Total  34 100.00 
   
 
 
In Table 7, the academic degrees completed by teacher respondents 
were represented by BA, B.Sc, MA, M.Sc, Doctoral degrees and Technical 
degrees. Among these qualifications, there was 23% with Bachelor degrees. The 
largest representation was among the teacher respondents who had achieved 
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their Master’s degree level comprising of 69%. Six percent of teacher 
respondents had accomplished Ph.D or Ed.D degrees and 3% represented 
qualifications which included other unspecified professional or technical degree 
fields.  
Table 6 
Teachers’ Survey Item 6: Teacher Respondents’ Overall Years of Career 
Experience  
Career as a teacher 
(yrs.) f % 
   
Less than 1 year 0 0.00 
1–2 years 0 0.00 
3–5 years 1 29.42 
6–8 years 4 11.76 
9–11 years 5 14.71 
12–15 years 7 20.59 
> 15 years 17 50.00 
Total 34 100.00 
   
 
Table 7 
Teachers’ Survey Item 7: Respondents’ Academic Degree Levels 
Degrees f % 
   
BA or BS  8 22.86 
MA or MS  24 68.57 
Ph.D or Ed.D  2 5.71 
Other (specify) 1 2.86 
TOTAL 35 100.00 
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Survey: Demographics of Principal Respondents  
Nine principals or assistant principals participated in the survey 
questionnaires. There was fairly even representation from the principal 
respondents at the elementary, middle school and high school levels. Principals’ 
Survey respondents were asked to report demographic data about themselves in 
the categories of gender, age, ethnicity, race, students’ level taught in their 
schools, and the number of years of administrator experience in California and 
overall years as an administrator. The administrators were not asked about 
teacher preparation data or years of teaching experience.  
Of the principals and assistant principals surveyed, 7 were female. Survey 
results for the principals’ ethnicity and race consisted of 33.34% of the 
respondents comprised Two or More Races, 22.22% in each group of Black or 
African American and White/Caucasian; 11.11% of administrators classified 
themselves as Asian or unspecified Others, and 0% represented Native 
American or Alaska Native, Native Hawaiian or other Pacific Islanders. There 
was 22.22% principal respondents identified as Hispanic or Latino and 77.78% 
Non-Hispanic or Latino.  
There was a diverse range of ages represented, with no administrators in 
the 21-34 years age bracket. Three principals represented 44.44% of 
respondents in the age bracket 35 to 44. There was 33.33% represented in the 
45 to 54 years age bracket. There was 11.11% in each bracket for the 55-64 and 
65 years or more age brackets. Administrators were not asked to report teacher 
preparation or years teaching experience demographics. The highest degree 
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completed by all of the principal respondents was 100 percent who had 
completed their Master’s degree.  
In relation to the demographic data outlined above, Tables 8 through 
Table 10 present the statistical values for responses to the Principals’ Survey 
Item 1 –Gender; Principals’ Survey Item 2 – Race; and Principals’ Survey Item 
17- Ethnicity. Variances account for the range of races represented by the 
principal respondents. 
Table 8 
Statistical Values for Responses to the Principals’ Survey Item 1: Gender 
Statistic values Value 
  
Min value 1.00 
Max value 2.00 
M 1.67 
Variance 0.25 
SD 0.50 
Total responses 9.00 
  
 
 
 
The statistical values show a significant variance with female respondent 
representing 33.33 % more female than male principal survey participants 
represented in administrators’ survey responses to their survey Item 1. 
There was equal representation among the White and African-American 
(22.22%) for each group of principal respondents to the survey. The most 
significant racial group variance is represented was for principals of Two or More 
races (33.33%). 
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Table 9 
Statistical Values for Responses to the Principals’ Survey Item 2: Race 
Statistic values Value 
  
Min value 1.00 
Max value 8.00 
M 4.56 
Variance 10.03 
SD 3.17 
Total responses 9.00 
  
Note. The statistical values for Race verify the differences in the survey 
respondent principals’ representation from the different racial groups with a 
range of variance across all groups. 
Table 10 
Statistical Values for Principals’ Survey Item 17: Ethnicity. 
Statistic value Value 
  
Min value 1.00 
Max value 2.00 
M 1.78 
Variance 0.19 
SD 0.91 
Total responses 36.00 
  
 
 
 
The statistical values highlighted the researchers’ considerations about 
the district’s 70.5% Hispanic or Latino population for the finding discussion in 
Chapter five as the representation of the ethnic group among the research 
sample respondent principals showed a significant variance at 77.78% Non-
Hispanic.  
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The demographic information in the following Tables 11 and 12 indicates 
the extent of the principal respondents’ experience in the State of California and 
their overall careers. As outlined in Table 11, the range of administrators’ 
experience in this state varies from 3 to 15 years. In contrast, Table 12 illustrates 
the overall administrators’ experience which highlights that the principal 
respondents’ overall administration experience predominantly falls within the 3 to 
5 years bracket although the experience of administrators in the 6 to 8 and 12 to 
15 years ranges correspond to their years of administration experience in the 
State of California. The results for this demographic data indicate that 22.22% or 
less of the administrators in the research sample had 12-15 years’ experiences 
as school leaders overall. 
Table 11 
Principals’ Survey: Respondents’ Administration Experience in the State of 
California 
California admin. (yrs.) f % 
   
Less than 1 year 0  0.00 
1–2 years 1 11.11 
3–5 years 2 22.22 
6–8 years 2 22.22 
9–11 years 2 22.22 
12–15 years 2 22.22 
> 15 years 0 0.00 
Total 9 100.00 
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Table 12 
 
Principals’ Survey: Respondents’ Overall Administration Experience  
Admin. (yrs.) f %  
   
Less than 1 year 0  0.00 
1–2 years 1 11.11 
3–5 years 3 33.33 
6–8 years 2 22.22 
9–11 years 1 11.11 
12–15 years 2 22.22 
> 15 years 0 0.00 
Total 9 100.00 
   
 
 
Among the principal respondents represented in the survey, a significant 
percentage of respondents (over 50%) served as administrators at the high 
school level. Table 13 shows the distinction in the grade spans represented by 
the principal respondents. It is noted that one administrator did not specify the 
designated grade span for the school, giving a total of 8 respondents for this 
survey question. 
Table 13 
 
Principals’ Survey: Respondents’ Designated School Grade Span  
Grade span f % 
   
Pre K–5 0 0.00 
Pre K–6 0 0.00 
Pre K–8 1 12.50 
Pre K + 6–8 1 12.50 
Grades 6–8 0 0.00 
Grades K–12 0 0.00 
Grades 7–12 1 12.50 
Grades 9–12 3 37.50 
Total 8 100.00 
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Cross-Tabulation of the Demographic Characteristics 
of the Survey Respondents 
Cross tabulation of demographic survey results for teachers and 
principals together are presented in Table 14. Chapter five provides an in depth 
discussion of the findings noting the similarities and differences found in the data 
and analysis of teacher and principal respondents survey results and interview 
ATLAS ti word analysis. To illustrate the demographic characteristics of the two 
distinct respondent groups of teachers and administrators, a cross tabulation 
was made. Table14 provides a summary of the similarities and differences in 
these respondent groups based on their survey responses. Variants in the total 
responses for each item resulted in incomplete data for analysis. No 
comparisons of this data were made within the research methodology. 
The main demographic similarities among teachers and administrators lie 
in their representation in their grade levels. There was a significant number 
represented by high school professionals and the high percentages of female 
participants. Discussion of these results is found in Chapter five as to the bearing 
this may have on the findings. 
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Table 14 
Demographics Cross Tabulation  
 
Teachers Administrators Total 
f % f % f % 
       
Race       
White/Caucasian 19 51.35 2 22.22 21 45.70 
Black or African American 7 18.92 2 22.22 9 19.60 
Asian 2 5.41 1 11.11 3 6.50 
Native American or Alaska Native 1 2.70 0  0.00 1 2.10 
Native Hawaiian or other Pacific Islander 0 0.00 0  0.00 0 0.00 
Other (specify) 3 8.11 1 11.11 4 8.70 
Two or More Races 5 13.51 3 33.34 8 17.40 
Total 37 100.00 9 100.00 46 100.00 
       
Ethnicity       
Hispanic or Latino 14 38.89 2 22.22 16 35.60 
Not Hispanic or Latino 18 50.00 7 77.78 25 55.50 
Other (specify) 4 11.11 0 0.00 4 8.90 
Total 36 100.00 9 100.00 45 100.00 
       
Gender       
Male % role 12 32.00 3 33.33 15  
 % total  26.08  6.52  32.60 
        
Female % role 25 67.57 6 66.66 31  
 % total  54.35  13.04  67.39 
        
Age       
21–24 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 
25–34 1 2.63 0 0.00 1 2.13 
35–44 12 32.00 4 44.44 16 34.04 
45–54 11 31.58 3 33.33 14 29.79 
55–64 12 28.95 1 11.11 13 27.66 
≥ 65 2 5.26 1 11.11 3 6.38 
Total 38 100.00 9 100.00 47 100.00 
       
Highest degree completed       
BA or BS 8 22.86 0 0.00 8 18.18 
MA or MS 24 68.57 9 100.00 33 75.00 
PhD or EdD 2 5.71 0 0.00 2 4.55 
Other (Specify) 1 2.86 0 0.00 1 2.27 
Total 35 100.00 9 0.00 44 100.00 
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Years in role–California 
< 1  0 0.00 0 0.00   
1–2 1 2.94 1 11.11   
3–5 1 2.94 2 22.22   
6–8 3 8.82 2 22.22   
9–11 5 14.71 2 22.22   
 
Teachers Administrators Total 
f % f % f % 
       
12–15 7 20.59 2 22.22   
> 15 17 50.00 0 0.00   
Total 34 100.00 9 100.00   
       
Career years in role       
1–2  0 0.00 1 11.11   
3–5 1 2.94 3 33.33   
6–8 4 11.76 2 22.22   
9–11 5 14.71 1 11.11   
12–15 7 20.59 2 22.22   
>15 17 50.00 0 0.00   
Total 34 100.00 9 100.00   
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Demographics of the Phone Interviewees  
Phone interviews were conducted by the researcher and took place from 
June 6 to July 15, 2014. In accordance with the Institutional Review Board 
compliance for conducting research interviews, written permission to be 
interviewed was acquired from interview participants prior to each phone 
interview. Six research participants volunteered to be interviewed, who 
comprised of 2 teachers and 4 administrators. Each interviewee answered the 
interview questions from the perspectives of their designated roles. The teacher 
interviewees were both employed at high school level for grades 9 through 12. 
The principal interviewees were represented by 1 elementary principal, 1 middle 
school principal, and 2 high school principals. 
Surveys 
Teacher and Principal Perceptions of the Shared Ideas and 
Factors Leading to Changes in Teacher’s instructional Practice 
The second part of the teacher and administrator surveys solicited 
participants’ responses to questions about their perceptions and experiences of 
profession conversations in the context of their schools. The questions were 
developed by the researcher based on social constructivism and educational 
practices in the context of the participants’ roles, school settings, and 
experiences. The survey questions were based on the research questions to 
gain understanding of the perceptions of teachers and principals in relation to the 
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occurrence of possible sharing of ideas and likelihood of changes in teachers’ 
instructional practice. 
The first set of statements were presented in Item 8 with subsets (a) to 
(m) of the survey from which teacher respondents could select answers that 
represented the extent to which they agreed or disagreed based on 5-scale 
option. The order of scale choices for the survey was 1 = strongly disagree, 2 = 
partially disagree, 3 = neither agree nor disagree, 4 = partially agree, and 5 
=strongly agree. Considering the focus on perceptions in this research, item 8 
incorporated a 5-scaled option for the respondents’ use of the negative and 
positive answers to avoid response set, as described by Dillman (2000),  which 
might lead respondents to respond to items on a survey questionnaire without 
carefully reading the question (p. 4). 
The researcher, therefore, developed in the surveys questionnaires for 
the teachers and principals item 8 statements that would encourage respondents 
to use the 5-scaled options in their responses to statements (a) through (m). The 
percentages for teachers’ Survey Item 8 were based on numbers equal to 32 or 
33 in the teachers’ survey according to the response numbers collected. The 
frequencies and percentages of the Items (a) to (m) teacher responses range 
from 32 to 33 total because some participants did not complete the survey in its 
entirety or there were omissions in their responses within item 8. The survey 
statements used in Item 8 (a) through (m) allowed for scaled responses ranging 
from 1 to 5, with 1 = strongly disagree, 2 =disagree, 3 = neither agree nor 
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disagree 4 = agree, and 5 = strongly agree. Statements in this item were worded 
to match the 5-scale options both positively and negatively in order to guard 
against response set in the participants. Furthermore, the statements in Item 8 
were worded with a balance of positive and negative choices to avoid the 
occurrence of response sets to avoid the occurrence of response sets by 
incorporating a range of. From the set of responses noted in the research, 
response sets were not prevalent nor did the phenomenon of mindless choices 
occur among respondents’ choices. The data extracted from the responses 
further showed the usefulness of the 5-scaled options. The teachers’ survey 
responses are addressed and analyzed in the next section. 
Results of Survey Responses Pertaining to Perceptions and 
Beliefs: Teachers 
In Figure 4 the statements represented in Item 8 are show as they were 
set out in the survey to extrapolate the teachers’ perspectives that represented 
the extent to which they agreed or disagreed about the general nature of 
professional conversations in their schools. Teachers in the sample were able to 
select answers for each statement in Item 8 subsets (a) to (m) based on the 5-
scale options. Table 15 also outlines the tally for their responses as they tallied 
from the teachers’ survey responses, followed by an analysis of perceptions and 
themes. 
Even with the variances in the school levels represented by the research sample 
respondents, it was evident that professional conversations take place in the 
survey respondents.’ The survey results for teachers’ Survey Item 8 (a) and (b) 
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indicated that 75.75% and 69.69% respectively of teachers surveyed participated 
in professional conversations that involved shared ideas and discussions about 
changing teachers’ instructional practice. Similarly, Item 8 (c) pointed to 75.75% 
agreement among teacher respondents that they believed that their professional 
conversations were impactful, irrespective of which administrator was involved in 
professional conversations. The researcher further learned through the 
interviews comments with principals and teachers that by the high school level, 
most teachers known to the interviewees were directly supervised by and held 
individual professional conversations with the assistant principals (AP) in their 
schools rather than the principal. As stated by high school teacher interviewees, 
“Most conversations are mutual with the AP and in the department meetings.” 
(Teacher 2, personal communication, June 2014) and: Usually, though, the APs 
work more directly with the staff. The principal is busy; good times to catch a 
conversation with the principal are at lunchtime where he has a presence” 
(Teacher 1, personal communication, June 2014). Middle school interviewees 
were split regarding the balance between the occurrence of principal or assistant 
principals who were directly involved in holding professional conversations with 
the teaching staff. In contrast, the elementary level principals were designated as 
the only administrators in their schools. 
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Figure 4. Teachers’ survey item 9 subset statements (a) through (m). 
 
(a) I participate in professional discussions with the principal and/or 
assistant principal that involve sharing ideas about my instructional 
practice. 
(b) I participate in professional discussions with the principal and/or 
assistant principal that involve mutually agreed upon changes to be 
made in my instructional practice. 
(c) I believe that professional discussions held with the principal and/or 
assistant principal impact changes in my instructional practice. 
(d) I usually agree with the principal and/or assistant principal about 
suggested changes to be made in my instructional practice. 
(e) (e)There are differences between my perspective and that of the 
principal and/or assistant principal regarding my implementation of 
instructional strategies. 
(f) Rather than my principal or assistant principal, I prefer discussions 
with other professionals involving the sharing of ideas about my 
instructional practice. 
(g) Rather than my principal or assistant principal, I prefer discussions 
with other professionals involving agreed upon changes in my 
instructional practice. 
(h) I believe that the professional discussions about my instructional 
practice are linked to the professional development I have received. 
(i) The principal and/or assistant principal have expressed to me that I 
am capable of improving my instructional practice. 
(j) I believe that I solely decide any changes to be made in my 
instructional practice. 
(k) I believe that there are barriers to the improvements I can implement 
in my instructional practice. 
(l) I value the professional discussions held with the principal and/or 
assistant principal that involve sharing ideas about instructional 
strategies and/or practices. 
(m) I value the professional discussions held with the principal that 
involve suggestions to change my instructional practice. 
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Table 15 
Tabulation of Teachers’ Perception Survey Item 8 Results 
 
Strongly 
agree 
Partially 
agree 
Neither 
agree nor 
disagree 
Partially 
disagree 
Strongly 
disagree Total 
       
a. 14 11 1 3 4 33 
b. 13 10 3 3 4 33 
c. 9 16 3 1 4 33 
d. 8 14 4 4 2 32 
e. 4 9 12 4 4 33 
f. 13 8 5 2 5 33 
g. 10 11 4 1 7 33 
h. 8 14 7 1 3 33 
 i. 6 8 7 5 7 33 
 j. 2 6 9 10 5 32 
k. 7 11 4 9 2 33 
 l. 7 9 3 1 3 33 
m. 16 9 3 2 2 32 
       
Note. Teachers’ Survey Item 15. Which factor(s) contribute to implementing 
changes in your instructional strategies? (Select all that are applicable). 
Over 32% of teachers who responded to Item 8 (d) were not in full 
agreement with the principal and/or assistant principal about suggested changes 
(68.75%.of teachers agreed). Item 8 (e) responses from teachers aligned with 
39.39% of teacher who perceived that there were differences between their 
views and that of the principal and/or assistant principal regarding their 
implementation of instructional strategies. The survey respondents’ comments 
may shed some light on these perception and their survey choices. Comments 
as shown below draw attention the teachers’ beliefs about administrators’ 
subject expertise or area specialism: “I have many more years of teaching 
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experience in my field--thus, my administration is not usually helpful. I approach 
them and explain how the program works, supply data, etc” (Survey Respondent 
–Teacher 1, June 2014). “We have 5 administrators in our school for about 1300 
kids….Not a single one of them knows anything about the subjects I teach, 
which are electives, and yet, they want to put their 2 cents in just because they 
have to” (Survey Respondent – Teacher 2, June 2014). “Some of my answers 
are based on the lack of knowledge my administration team has in regards to 
Special Education” (Survey Respondent –Teacher 3, June 2014). 
Yet teachers’ responses for Item 8 (f) and (g) showed little difference in 
their preference regarding which administrator held professional conversations 
with 63.63% and 66.66% results respectively. There was strong agreement 
among teacher respondents relating to the value they place on professional 
discussions held with the principal that involved suggestions to changes in their 
instructional practice. Item 9 survey results further revealed that 78.12% of the 
teacher respondents agreed in their responses to Item 8 (m) that they valued the 
opportunities to hold professional conversations with their administrators. These 
perspectives are also noted in the comments of a teacher interviewee and 
survey teacher respondent who expressed: “One key factor I think can influence 
conversations about practice and that is establishing that admin values the 
teacher” (Teacher 1, personal communication, June 2014). “An active principal 
really makes a difference; presence on campus, building relationships . . . and 
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holding students and teachers accountable” (Teacher 3, personal 
communication, June 2014). 
While teachers responded that they valued the opportunities to hold 
profession conversations with their administrators, there were contrasting 
viewpoints about the general nature of the conversations and teachers’ 
experiences that did not always meet their expectations. On a positive note, 
professional conversations were perceived as possible means of addressing 
instruction: “Conversations are professional and more personal after lesson 
observations as debrief and feedback sessions. In these sessions I feel valued 
as a professional. According to some other members of the teaching staff, not 
everyone has this experience” (Teacher 2, personal communication, June 2014).  
However, some teachers perceived that there were extenuating 
circumstances that affected their professional conversations as follows: “There 
doesn’t seem to be predictable professional conversations. Some teachers are 
more articulate and get heard by the administrators. The best opportunity for 
shared ideas takes place during PLCs” (Teacher 1, personal communication, 
June 2014). The survey results for Item 8 (i) provided further depth in 
understanding teachers’ perceptions about their professional relationships with 
administrators. There were 42.42% of survey respondents who expressed that 
administrators were not explicit in expressing to teachers their capabilities for 
improving their instructional practice. As one interviewee commented, “I think 
this relationship could be more supportive; administrators need to show that they 
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value teachers” (Teacher 2, personal communication, June 2014). Concurring 
with these perceptions, 46.88% of teachers surveyed stated in their response to 
item 8 (j) that they did not believe themselves to be solely responsible for 
implementing changes in their instructional practice. These perceptions 
underlined the “supportive” needs also identified in teachers’ responses to Item 8 
(i). Teachers’ responses to item 8 (k) were 33.33% in their agreement that they 
believed there to be barriers to the changes and improvements they could 
implement in their instructional practice. Among the survey comments, a high 
school teacher wrote corresponding views on this matter: “To suggest that 
teachers and administration can have discussions about instructional strategy 
and practice is to ignore the hierarchical structure of public education; you do not 
have frank conversations with the boss” (Written comment from survey 
respondent – Teacher 4, June 2014). 
The teachers’ survey Item 9 relating to teacher respondents’ demographic 
results about age and survey item 10 which covered respondents’ comments, 
the next set of teacher responses in teachers’ Survey Item 11 related to the 
frequency of professional conversations as perceived by teachers that involves 
discussion about their instructional practice. Among the responses tabulated, 
48.48% of respondents referenced “annual” professional conversations with the 
focus on instructional practice. Table 16 shows a breakdown of teacher 
responses for this question. 
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Table 16 
Tabulation of Teachers’ Perceptions of Professional Conversation Frequency 
 
 
 
Professional conversation 
occurrences 
 
 
f 
  
 
% 
    
1 Daily  0  0.00 
2 Weekly  3  9.09 
3 Biweekly  2  6.06 
4 Monthly  5  15.15 
5 Bimonthly  2  6.06 
6 Annually  16  48.48 
7 Other (specify)  5  15.15 
8 Not applicable  0   0.00 
 Total  33 100.00 
     
Note. Responses to Survey Item 11: The principal and/or assistant principal 
meet with me to discuss my instructional practice  
Table 17 shows the breakdown of teachers’ responses based on their 
perceptions of the amount of time spent during their most recent professional 
conversations with their administrator focused on specified c contexts. The 
analysis of the teachers’ Survey Item 12 indicated results relating to the context 
of matters discussed during professional conversations of which feedback from 
lessons observed was found to be the predominant practice identified with 
77.14% teacher respondents. Of the 33 teacher respondents, 27 indicated that 
they thought that 50% of conversations focused on feedback from 
administrators’ lesson observations, followed by 40% of professional 
conversations being focused on achievement of students and data discussions. 
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Table 17 
Tabulation of Teachers’ Perceptions of Professional Conversation Contexts 
Answer % f 
   
Feedback on a lesson observed 100 27 
My students’ academic performance data  80 12 
Developing lesson resources  80  7 
Lesson planning  50 11 
Intervention strategies for individual or groups of 
students 
 45 10 
Developing instructional strategies  40 11 
Discussing student work and/or calibration  25  7 
Developing content specific curriculum pacing          3   15 
   
Note. Responses to Survey Item 12: Provide the percentage (%) of time 
allocated during your last professional discussion with the principal and/or 
assistant principal.   
In Survey Item 13 that follows, there was an opportunity for the researcher 
to collect teachers’ perceptions of the frequency of specified instructional areas 
as shared ideas during professional conversations. The teachers were asked to 
rank their perceived order of ideas about instructional areas discussed with 
administrators. The number of respondents who completed this section of the 
survey provided a range of 16 to 22 teacher respondent for each context area 
analyzed. Table 18 shows the ranking order and tallies for respondents’ 
selections with 10 representing a high frequency perceived by the respondents 
and the lowest ranking represented by 1. Analysis of the highest tallies ranked 
10 by the teacher respondents resulted in 45.45% for the context “follow up to a 
lessons observed.” Following this preference, the next highest ranked contextual 
area was represented by 40.9% of the respondents’ choices equally for the 
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following contextual areas: “discussing individual student or group learning” and 
“discussing intervention strategies for individual or groups of students.” As stated 
by teacher (high school) interviewee 2: “The prevalent discussions with the AP 
(assistant principal) are about my teaching practice. These conversations are 
positive and open-minded. The discussions are not critical and there are helpful 
suggestions” (Teacher 2, personal communication, June 2014). 
The researcher found that the District further specified that schools review 
student data periodically throughout the school year. These occasions were also 
linked to district-wide benchmark assessments taken each semester across all 
school levels from grades 3 to 12. Elementary schools had additional 
developmental data that was analyzed, such as Early Years’ diagnostic tests, 
reading, writing, and math assessments. At middle and high school levels, 
student performance data was further assessed within departments at the end of 
units. These assessment periods partially accounted for the teachers’ responses 
relating to professional conversations focused on discussing student academic 
performance data. As one teacher interviewee commented, “Discussions are 
held in departments, for instance, using data” (Teacher 2, personal 
communication, June 2014). 
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Table 18 
Tabulation of Teachers’ Perceptions: Ranked Frequency of Shared Ideas 
Context 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 Total 
            
Discussing my students’ academic 
performance data 
3 3 3 1 3 2 4 0 0 3 22 
lesson planning 5 7 4 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 22 
Discussing intervention strategies 
for individual or groups of 
students 
1 0 5 1 3 2 1 3 4 2 22 
Developing lesson resources 1 3 2 7 1 3 0 3 1 1 22 
Developing content specific 
curriculum pacing 
3 1 7 1 2 2 1 0 2 3 22 
Discussing student work and/or 
calibration 
0 3 0 3 6 2 3 3 2 0 22 
Developing instructional strategies, 
e.g. questions, activities, 
grouping, etc. 
2 1 0 4 4 3 2 3 2 1 22 
Follow up to a lesson observed 4 2 0 3 1 1 1 2 2 6 22 
Discussing individual student or 
group learning 
1 1 1 0 1 5 4 5 2 2 22 
Total 20 21 22 21 22 21 17 20 16 18  
            
Note. Survey Item 13: Rank the following instructional areas according to how 
frequently ideas are shared during discussions between you and your principal 
or assistant principal. 
With 10 indicating a high rating by teacher in the areas identified in Table 
18, it is noted that there were low ratings for specific areas identified as 
instructional practice. In this instance, survey respondents had shown that they 
perceived there to be the least likely occurrences of discussions relating to 
lesson planning, developing content specific curriculum pacing, and developing 
content specific curriculum pacing during professional conversations involving 
shared ideas with the administrators. As commented by teacher interviewees, 
“Most meetings are in PLCs or departments” (Teacher 1, personal 
 116 
communication, June 2014), and: “There are weekly Friday morning meetings for 
all the staff. These sessions are whole groups, but we also have breakout 
sessions where we meet in our PLC Departments. The PLCs gives individual 
teachers more opportunity for conversations” (Teacher 2, personal 
communication, June 2014). Next, survey Item 14 related to the occurrence of 
professional conversations encompassing discussions about changes in 
teachers’ instructional practice. Eighteen teachers completed this survey item for 
analysis. Table 19 shows the ranking order and tallies for respondents’ 
selections with 10 representing a high frequency perceived by the respondents 
and the lowest ranking represented by 1.  
Analysis of the highest tallies ranked 10 by the teacher respondents 
resulted in 61.11% in the field identified for the context “develop strategies to 
improve individual student or group learning.”  Following this preference, the next 
highest ranked contextual area was represented by 50% of the respondents’ 
contextual area choice: develop strategies to address individual student or group 
behavior. According to the teachers’ responses, the professional conversations 
which involved discussions about instructional changes were least likely 
perceived to be related to lesson planning.  
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Table 19 
Tabulation of Teachers’ Perceptions: Ranked Order of Changes Discussed 
Context 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 Total 
            
Setting targets based on my 
students’ academic 
performance data 
2 2 3 1 2 1 2 2 1 2 18 
Lesson planning 3 5 2 2 3 0 1 1 1 0 18 
Implementing intervention 
strategies for individual or 
groups of students 
1 1 2 4 3 2 2 1 1 1 18 
Developing lesson resources 2 0 6 1 1 4 2 1 1 0 18 
Adjusting content specific 
curriculum pacing 
3 2 1 5 0 0 2 0 2 3 18 
Changing how students are 
grouped in my lessons 
1 2 1 2 4 2 1 4 1 0 18 
Developing instructional 
strategies 
1 1 2 1 1 4 2 2 3 1 18 
Use feedback from a lesson 
observed to set my professional 
goal 
2 3 0 2 1 2 2 1 3 2 18 
Develop strategies to address 
individual student or group 
behavior 
2 1 0 0 2 1 3 2 2 5 18 
Develop strategies to improve 
individual student or group 
learning 
1 1 1 0 1 2 1 4 3 4 18 
Total 18 18 18 18 18 18 18 18 18 18  
            
Note. Survey Item 14: Rank the following instructional areas according to 
changes discussed between you and your principal or assistant principal. 
The results noted in Table 20 for the Teachers’ Survey Item 15 presents 
96.30% as a significant perceptions relating to teachers’ belief that their 
professional knowledge and skills alongside the belief of 88.89% in their 
experience viewed as key factors that contribute to implementing changes in 
their instructional practice. 
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Table 20 
Tabulation of Teachers’ Perception: Factors Contributing to the Changes in 
Teachers’ Instructional Practice 
Factors f % 
   
My professional knowledge and skills 26 96.30 
My experience as a teacher 24 88.89 
Trust between me and the principal and/or assistant principal 17 62.96 
The use of student performance data 17 62.96 
The honesty of the principal and/or assistant principal. 11 40.74 
The integrity of the principal and/or assistant principal 10 37.04 
The professional knowledge and skills of the principal and/or 
assistant principal 
9 33.33 
Evidence gathered by the principal and/or assistant principal 
from the direct observation of lesson(s) 
8 29.63 
The teaching experience of the principal and/or assistant 
principal 
7 25.93 
The supervisory experience of the principal and/or assistant 
principal 
5 18.52 
Other (specify) 2 7.41 
   
Note. Teachers’ Survey Item 15. Which factor(s) contribute to implementing and 
changes in your instructional strategies. (Select all that are applicable). 
Results of Survey Responses Pertaining to 
Perceptions and Beliefs: Principals  
Following the same data collection process as undertaking for the 
teachers’ research survey questionnaires and interview results, Tables 21 
through 26 were drawn up by the researcher relating to the results within these 
instruments. In the first instance, principal interviewees provided a range of 
definitions of professional conversations, including the distinctions in their 
definitions between formal and informal professional conversations: 
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First there are informal professional conversations that are based on the 
casual talks or drop-ins. For example, this is to let me know how students 
are performing and to follow up teachers’ plans. The more formal 
conversations are based on lesson observations where the conversations 
start with the pre-observation meeting when teachers tell me what I will 
see in their lessons. (Principal 1, personal communication, June 2014)  
Similar perceptions about the formalized as compared to informal discussions 
relating to teachers’ practice were expressed by principal interviewees who 
stated that: “Personal feedback after lesson observations is the most common 
form of professional conversations with teachers” (Principal 2, personal 
communication, June 2014). 
One high school principal defined professional conversations beyond the 
processes described thus far in saying,  
I would define professional conversations as anytime I am talking with 
staff. For example, casually at a football game, chatting or in other 
circumstances. I am the principal at all times and wear that position 
always. I have to be careful about how I talk with staff. . . . I am aware that 
the informal conversations can come back and bite you.  (Principal 3, 
personal communication, June 2014) 
The principals and assistant principals who undertook the survey were given the 
opportunity to decide the extent to which they agreed or disagreed about the 
general nature of professional conversations in the Principals’ Survey Item 10 
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subsets (a) to (m) statements shown here based on the 5-scale options as 
shown in Figure 5. 
From the principals’ survey responses, the researcher collated information 
about their beliefs relating to this research focus on perceptions. Table 21 
outlines results from principals’ responses to the statements presented in Item 8 
as they were set out in the survey to establish the principals’ perceptions about 
professional conversations in the context of their own school experiences. The 
data shown in Table 21 was labeled as (a) to (m) to correspond with the 
Principals’ Survey Item 8 (a) through (m) subset statement. 
The principals’ survey results for Item 8 (a), (b) and (c) indicated that 
100% respondents either partially or strongly agreed that they participated in 
professional discussions with the teachers in their schools involving sharing of 
ideas and agreed changes to be made in teachers’ instructional practices. The 
activities within professional conversations were expressed to be dependent 
upon who was involved in the discussions and the nature of the discussion, for 
example, lesson observation feedback. “The most common professional 
conversations with my staff are focused on kudos, information, ideas, feedback, 
and reflection on how they can improve. I do have to differentiate professional 
conversations with individual teachers. Perspectives can be different” (Principal 
3, personal communication, June 2014). 
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Figure 5. Principals’ survey item 8 (a) through (m) subsets. 
(a) I participate in professional discussions with the teachers in my 
school involving the sharing of ideas about their instructional practice. 
(b) I participate in professional discussions with the teachers in my 
school involving agreed changes to be made in their instructional 
practice. 
(c) I believe that professional discussions held with the teachers in my 
school impact changes in their instructional practice. 
(d) I always agree with the teachers in my school regarding the 
suggested changes to be made in their instructional practice. 
(e) (e)There are differences from my perspective to that of the teachers 
regarding how they should implement instructional strategies. 
(f) I believe that the teachers in my school prefer to discuss and share 
ideas about their instructional practice with me rather than with other 
professionals. 
(g) I believe that the teachers in my school prefer to discuss and agree 
changes in their instructional practice with me rather than with other 
professionals. 
(h) I believe that the professional discussions with the teachers in my 
school relating to their instructional practice link to the professional 
development they have received. 
(i) I have expressed to the teachers in my school about their capabilities 
in improving instructional practice. 
(j) I believe that I solely decide the changes to be made in my teachers’ 
instructional practice. 
(k) I believe that there are barriers to what improvements the teachers in 
my school can implement in their instructional practice. 
(l) I value the professional discussions held with the teachers in my 
school that involve the sharing of ideas. 
(m) I value the professional discussions held with the teachers in my 
school that involve suggestions to change teachers’ instructional 
practice. 
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Table 21 
Tabulation of Principals’ Perception Survey Results: Principals’ Survey Item 8(a) 
Through (m) Subset Tallies 
Subset 
Strongly 
agree 
Partially 
agree 
Neither 
agree nor 
disagree 
Partially 
disagree 
Strongly 
disagree 
Total 
responses 
       
a 8 1 0 0 0 9 
b 8 1 0 0 0 9 
c 8 1 0 0 0 9 
d 0 3 0 3 2 8 
e 1 7 0 1 0 9 
f 1 2 3 3 0 9 
g 1 1 5 2 0 9 
h 3 5 0 1 0 9 
i 5 3 0 0 0 8 
j 1 2 1 2 3 9 
k 1 3 3 1 1 9 
l 7 2 0 0 0 9 
m 7 2 0 0 0 9 
       
 
 
 
At least 88.88% of principal respondents strongly believed that there was 
further impact from professional discussions held with teacher about changes to 
be made in their instructional practices. However, practices relating to principals’ 
direct professional conversations varied considerably. The responses of 
elementary principals, as sole administrators in their schools, reflected the fact 
they were responsible for fully conducting professional conversations with their 
teaching staff, whereas, middle and high school administration shared similar 
responsibilities between principals and their assistant principals (varying from 1 
assistant principal to 4 in these school levels). During interview, one principal 
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provided explanation for addressing how individual professional conversations 
are directly held between the teachers and the principal through quarterly 
debriefing sessions and end of year interviews. Additionally, collaboration among 
administrators, leadership team members and specialist teachers provide 
information from their professional conversations with teachers to keep the 
principal well-informed: “Professional conversations occur daily through 
collaboration, training teachers, and through the support of my assistant principal 
and the teacher teaching specialist” (Principal 2, personal communication, June 
2014). 
Principals’ Survey Item 8(d) demonstrates the extent to which principals 
believed that they reached agreement with the teachers in their school regarding 
the suggested changes to be made in teachers’ instructional practice. 
Responses comprised 62.5% of principals who believed that they were likely to 
disagree with teachers about making changes in their instructional practice. Not 
only did principals’ belief that there might be disagreement among themselves 
and teachers about suggested changes, Item 10 (e) resulted in 100% partial or 
strong agreement in principals’ belief that there were likely differences from their 
perspective to that of the teachers regarding how to implement instructional 
strategies. 
The summary analysis of this chapter provides in depth discussion about 
the differences in the perceptions of teachers and administrators as part of the 
arising research themes. However, it was worth noting at this point that teachers 
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and principal interviewees’ comments drew the researcher’s attention to the 
differences in their experiences during professional conversations. These 
differences related mainly to perceptions about the relationships between 
teachers and administrators. For example, principals interviewed commented 
about the differences in the professional conversations they conduct with 
teachers. There were perceptions about individual teachers’ capabilities of 
making improvements and changes. These perceptions encompassed the 
principals’ beliefs about how far there was a need for mutual conversation with 
specific teachers as compared to directed input by the principal about changes 
needed in instructional practice. Principal interviewees 1 and 2 respectively 
concurred with these perceptions in noting that: “Depending on the teachers’ 
skills, sometimes I have to push teachers to go to the next level. If needed, I will 
be more directive” (Principal 1, personal communication, June 2014). “Teachers’ 
confidence is an important factor. My teachers work hard, but they need to work 
smarter” (Principal 2, personal communication, June 2014). “At first, teachers 
were hesitant to change. Teachers have to want to change and have a desire for 
improvement” (Principal 4, personal communication, June 2014). 
The principals’ responses of 100% in partial or strong agreement for Item 
8 (f) reflected the principals’ believe that the teachers in their school preferred to 
discuss and share ideas about their instructional practice rather than with other 
professionals. Item 8 (g) responses from principals revealed that they were 
polarized in their belief about teachers’ preferences for their discussion with 
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other professionals in relation to agreed changes in their instructional practice. 
Among the results, 55.55% of principals neither agreed nor disagreed with the 
statement and 22.22% partially disagreed.  
In response to Item 8 (h), 33.33% of principals expressed with strong 
agreement that they held professional discussions with the teachers in their 
schools about their instructional practice linked to the professional development 
they have received. Principals also expressed in Item 8 (i) that they were 
62.5%% in agreement that they had discussed with their teachers about their 
capabilities in improving instructional practice. The principals’ responses for 
these statements are similar to those of the teacher respondents who expressed 
that this was an area in need of improvement. As stated by Teacher 2 (personal 
communication, June 2014), “…this relationship could be more supportive” and 
that “administrators need to show that they value teachers.”  
The principals’ responses to Item 8 (j) and (k) were diverse in their 
represented choices across all 5-scale options. The statements addressed the 
extent to which principals believed themselves to be sole decision maker about 
the changes to be made in teachers’ instructional practice. Principals were 
divided in their beliefs in there being barriers to what improvements the teachers 
in their school could implement to improve their instructional practice. As 
expressed by one principal interviewee, “The conversations are about being 
honest. Some teachers are not receptive to feedback. There is a key element of 
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trust needed here to make the conversations relevant to individuals” (Principal 1, 
personal communication, June 2014). 
In the similar ways, comment as follows gave much emphasis on trust, 
“Trust is a crucial aspect of influencing teachers” (Principal 2, personal 
communication, June 2014). There was strong agreement among principal 
respondents in survey items 8 (l) and (m) relating to the value they placed on 
professional conversations held with their teachers that involved shared ideas 
and suggestions to change their instructional practice. There was 100% 
agreement that was partial or strongly agreed of which 77.77% of principals 
chose strong agreement with each statement. Among the 10 subsets in survey 
Item 8, principals’ responses were strongest in their participation in professional 
conversations and the values they held for discussions with their teachers. They 
valued the opportunity to discuss instructional practice with their teachers, share 
ideas, and to make suggestions for changes in their practice. Principals further 
believed that professional conversations provided an opportunity for 
administration to impact and change teachers’ instructional practice. “Main 
professional conversations are about learning. The professional conversations 
are to help teachers see big pictures. More and more opportunities are 
developing for conversations and reflection as part of lesson studies” (Principal 
3, personal communication, June 2014). 
This perspective was also expressed by other principals who stated, “The 
teachers must be communicated to well to let them know that they are valued; 
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not top down to force feed them” (Principal 1, personal communication, June 
2014). Further to these perspectives, a principal noted, “I must consider where 
they are and to keep alive our discussions about high expectations. I always 
keep in mind what my Dad said, there is a little good in everyone” (Principal 1, 
personal communication, June 2014). The next data presented in Table 22 was 
based on the perceived frequency that administrators’ conduct professional 
conversations in schools with teachers.  
Table 22 
Tabulation of Administrators’ Perceptions of Professional Conversation 
Frequency  
Answer f % 
   
Daily 1 11.11 
Weekly 2 22.22 
Biweekly 3 33.33 
Monthly 3 33.33 
Bimonthly 0  0.00 
Annually 0  0.00 
Not applicable 0  0.00 
Total 9 100.00 
   
Note. Principals’ Survey Item 10. On average, I meet with the teachers in my 
school to discuss their instructional practice (Select ONE). 
The results in survey Item 10 of the principals’ survey were aligned with 
their interview comments indicating their perceived range of daily to monthly 
instructional practice discussions held among administrators and the teacher in 
their schools. However, the represented time that administrators perceive to 
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conduct professional conversations with teachers do not correspond to the 
perceptions of teacher respondents who predominately responded that they had 
“annual” meetings for this purpose as noted in Table 16 pertained to the 
teachers’ results for the same survey item. The differences in these results may 
depend as much on the representation of respondents as on the differences in 
perceptions and expectations. The comments of one principal interviewee 
illustrate this point:  
Teachers can have very different professional conversation experiences 
depending on who they talk to. Some teachers are the first ones willing to 
see the principal. There is a chain of command with expectation that 
teachers will work it out first. (Principal 3, personal communication, June 
2014) 
Table 23 was presented in Qualtrics as statistical rather without tallies as 
the data with its statistical values in this item was based on percentage 
responses allocated out of 100%. According to the statistical values shown in 
Table 23, administrators’ responses to Survey Item 11 indicated that their 
perceptions were most significantly and statistically valued in their professional 
conversations with teachers through their follow up to lesson observations. Other 
forms of discussions were not has highly statistically valued for their discussions 
about students’ academic performance data. The statistical values further 
showed much lower values allocated to principals’ perceived allocation of time to 
fields such as developing instructional strategies, lesson planning, discussion of 
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student work or developing content specific curriculum pacing and resources. 
The administrators’ survey responses were similar to that of the teacher 
respondents as shown in Table 17 where their answer allocations were nearly 
identical to that of the administrators. 
Table 23 
Results With Statistical Values for Principals’ Survey Item 11 
Note. n = 9. Principals’ Survey Item 11. On average, I allocate the following 
percentage (%) of time during professional discussions with the teachers in my 
school (*Standard Deviation). 
Survey Item 12 provided an opportunity to review administrators’ 
perceptions of the frequency of specified instructional areas as shared ideas 
during professional conversations. Administrators’ comments differed in the 
interviews and surveys. Table 24 illustrates the tabulation of the administrators’ 
Answer 
Min  
value 
Max 
value 
Aver. 
value SD* 
    
 
Feedback on a lesson observed 5 50 20 14 
Intervention strategies for individual or 
groups of students 
10 40 16 10 
Students’ academic performance data 5 40 17 14 
Discussing specific student learning 0 25 12 8 
Developing instructional strategies 5 15 10 5 
Lesson planning 0 15 8 4 
Discussing student work and/or 
calibration 
0 15 9 6 
Other (specify) 0 10 1 3 
Developing content specific 
curriculum pacing 
0 10 4 3 
Developing lesson resources 0  8 4 3 
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perceived ranking order and tallies selections, with 10 representing the highest 
frequency and 1 representing the lowest. There was a wide spread of frequency 
in the instructional areas they chose in their answers to represent the shared 
ideas taking place during professional conversations with teachers (Table 24). 
Table 24 
Tabulation of Administrators’ Responses: Ranked Perceptions Frequency of 
Shared Ideas 
Context 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 Total  
Discussing my students’ 
academic performance data 
1 0 2 2 0 1 0 1 1 1 9 
Lesson planning 1 1 2 3 1 0 0 0 0 1 9 
Discussing intervention strategies 
for individual or groups of 
students 
2 0 1 0 4 0 1 0 0 1 9 
Developing lesson resources 1 3 0 0 1 2 1 0 0 1 9 
Developing content specific 
curriculum  
pacing 
2 2 1 0 0 1 0 0 3 0 9 
Discussing student work and/or 
calibration 
0 0 1 1 0 1 3 3 0 0 9 
Developing instructional 
strategies, e.g. questions, 
activities, grouping, etc. 
1 0 1 1 2 0 1 2 0 1 9 
Follow up to a lesson observed 1 2 1 0 0 0 0 2 2 1 9 
Discussing individual student or 
group behavior 
0 0 0 1 1 3 1 1 0 2 9 
Discussing individual student or 
group learning 
0 1 0 1 0 1 2 0 3 1 9 
Total 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9  
Note. Survey Item 12. Rank the following instructional areas according to how 
frequently ideas are shared during discussions between you and your teachers. 
Analysis of the highest tallies ranked 7th or higher by the administrator 
respondents resulted in the’ highest perceived professional conversation pointing 
to 66.66% selections occurring in their discussions about individual learning and 
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in drawing on sampling student work for calibration. Following these selections, 
the next highest ranked contextual area was represented by 55.55% of the 
respondents’ choices based on follow up to lesson observations. Administrators 
interviewed provided insightful comments which raised the researcher’s 
awareness with details about their perceptions relating to how frequently specific 
instructional ideas were shared in professional conversations with teachers. 
Such were the responses by principals: “Discussions involving shared ideas 
relate to lessons impact on student learning…shared ideas are discussed for 
building strategies. Focal areas in the district also determine priorities for sharing 
strategies, for example, academic vocabulary and accountable talk” (Principal 2, 
personal communication, June 2014), and “The conversations with individual 
teachers are more reflective with opportunities to know teachers better. We talk 
about orchestrated ways forward involving sharing strategies and ways to 
change” (Principal 3, personal communication, June 2014). On a similar point, 
mention was also made about developing strategies and how initiated, as 
follows, “Common strategies must be in place and monitored by the 
administrators, but the how and what is decided by teachers. Context also for 
individual teachers to give them ownership in strategies, processes, etc.” 
(Principal 4, personal communication, June 2014). 
The Principals’ Survey Item 13 related to the administrators’ perceived 
occurrence of professional conversations encompassing discussions about 
changes in teachers’ instructional practice. Table 25 addresses the ranking order 
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and tallies for administrators’ selections with 10 representing the highest 
frequency and the lowest ranking represented by 1. 
Table 25 
Tabulation of Administrators’ Perceptions: Ranked Order of Changes Discussed 
Context 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 Total  
            
Setting targets based on students’ 
academic performance data 
3 2 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 8 
Lesson planning 1 4 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 8 
Implementing intervention 
strategies for individual or 
groups of students 
1 1 1 1 3 0 0 1 0 0 8 
Developing lesson resources 0 0 4 1 0 1 0 0 1 1 8 
Adjusting content specific 
curriculum pacing 
1 0 0 3 1 1 1 1 0 0 8 
Changing how students are 
grouped in lessons 
0 0 0 0 2 2 1 2 0 1 8 
Developing instructional 
strategies 
1 0 1 0 0 1 2 1 1 1 8 
Use feedback from a lesson 
observed to set professional 
goal 
1 1 0 0 1 1 0 2 1 1 8 
Develop strategies to address 
individual student or group 
behavior 
0 0 0 1 0 1 3 0 3 0 8 
Develop strategies to improve 
individual student or group 
learning 
0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 2 4 8 
Total 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8  
            
Note. Principals’ Survey Item 13: Rank the following instructional areas 
according to how frequently changes are discussed between you and your 
teachers. 
Result of the highest tallies ranked 10 by the administrator was 50% in the 
context of developing strategies to improve individual student or group learning. 
The next highest ranked contextual area was represented by 37.5% of the 
respondents’ choice in developing strategies to address individual student or 
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group behavior. In selecting the lowest rankings between1 to 3, there were 3 
contextual areas identified by administrators as least likely to be discussed for 
changes in teachers’ instructional practice. According to the lowest selections 
made by the administrators, their professional conversations about suggested 
changes in teachers’ practice were perceived to be least likely related to setting 
targets with teachers based on students’ academic performance data, lesson 
planning, and developing lessons resources. Along the same results, comment 
was made about teachers sharing and implementation of shared ideas towards 
changes in their practice: “More and more teachers are sharing ideas among 
themselves. There is more ownership seen in teachers trying out strategies” 
(Principal 2, personal communication, June 2014). 
The last survey item relates to administrators’ perceptions about the 
factors seen to be contributing to the changes they wish to see in teachers’ 
instructional practice. Table 26 provides the results of their perceptions about a 
range of factors they believe to impact the professional conversations outcomes 
for change among teachers in their schools. The context of the determinant 
factors is mainly about the administrators’ skills during the interactions with 
teachers. 
From the administrators’ survey results, there were indications of the 
importance these professionals attached to identified factors they perceived to 
contribute to changes desired in teachers’ instructional practice. The strongest 
indication was that administrators wished to build trust among the teachers as a 
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means of making desired changes. The 100% response to this factor was further 
commented upon by the principal interviewees as being important as 
commented, “Change doesn’t come easy. Teachers must know that they are 
valued. This must be authenticated through our conversations” (Principal 1, 
personal communication, June 2014). 
Table 26 
Tabulation of Administrators’ Perception: Factors Contributing to the Changes in 
Teachers’ Instructional Practice 
Factors  f % 
   
Building trust among the teachers 9 100.00 
My honesty during professional discussions with 
teachers 
8 88.89 
The use of student performance data 8 88.89 
My integrity 8 88.89 
My professional experience as an educator 8 88.89 
Teachers’ professional knowledge and skills 7 77.78 
The experience of the teacher 7 77.78 
Evidence gathered and shared with the teachers from 
the direct observation of lesson(s) 
7 77.78 
My professional knowledge and skills as the principal 
or assistant principal 
5  55.56 
Other (specify) 0 0.00 
   
Note. Principals’ Survey Item 14: Within the context of your school, which 
factor(s) contribute to implementing changes in teachers’ instructional strategies. 
(Select all that are applicable).       
In considering the survey results of the perceived factors that change 
practice, there were clearly differences among the viewpoints of teachers and 
administrators. While teachers perceiving significantly that their own skills and 
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experiences contributed to changes, the administrators believed that they 
themselves needed to build trust as a prime consideration towards change: 
“Trust is a crucial aspect of influencing teachers” (Principal 2, personal 
communication, June 2014); “more is achieved when facilitating for teachers vs 
taught. Sometimes we can be too prescriptive without allowing teachers to take 
the lead” (Principal 4, personal communication, June 2014). 
Much of the perceived professional conversations were seen to be 
grounded in lesson observations. The researcher identified in the results of both 
sets of professionals that there was a need for good quality professional 
conversations in both opportunities for sharing ideas and in reaching 
understandings for change. The purposes of professional conversations as 
explained by teachers and administrators were not always clear, nor were they 
similar in their perceptions and understandings. Was there greater emphasis on 
administrators giving feedback to teachers from their own viewpoints during 
lessons observed or was there emphasis on discussions among administrators 
and their teachers that would lead to shared ideas and the teachers’ choices in 
making changes. There was data stemming from the research that the 
researcher then consider for answering the research questions and in 
formulating the themes arising from the survey results and outcomes of 
interviews. 
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Summary Analysis of the Cross-Tabulated Demographic Data 
Survey questionnaire respondents were asked to report demographic 
data about themselves in the categories of gender, race, ethnicity, age, grade 
level taught, and number of years of experience within their roles. Of the 56 
respondents, 47 were teachers, and 9 were administrators. Demographic data 
showed some similarities in their gender and age range. The gender data 
revealed that over 67% of teachers and 71% of administrators who responded to 
the surveys were female. Within their age and teaching experience, there was an 
indication that, overall, the teacher and administrator survey respondents tended 
to be a mix representation of the 35-64 years old groups, ranging from 29 to 32% 
representation in these groups. Most of the administrators respondents 
represented the 35-44 age range (44%) followed by 33% in the 45-54 age range. 
Linked with age was the amount of teaching experience that teacher 
respondents indicated. Over 70% of the teacher respondents had taught for 12 
years to 15 years, of whom 50% had 15 years or more experience. In proportion, 
the majority (70%) of teacher respondents had taught in the State of California. 
Administrators were not asked how many years they had taught on their version 
of the survey questionnaire. However, in relation to their leadership roles, there 
was administrators’ representation between 1 to 2 years at 11%, and 22% 
representation in each of the ranges from 3 to 15 years. Administrators were not 
asked to report teacher preparation demographics on their version of the survey 
questionnaire.  
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In Table 14, a demographic cross-tabulation of results from the teachers 
and administrator respondents was constructed to reveal interesting data. In 
disaggregating the data of which school levels were represented by the teachers 
and administrators, there was significant representation especially among the 
teacher respondents at the high school level with over 70% and 38% 
administrator survey respondents. Teacher respondents who attended a 
traditional 4-year teacher education program comprised a total of 23% while 
those attending a 4-year program plus earning a Master’s degree comprised 
69%. Six percent of teacher respondents had achieved Ph.D or Ed.D levels of 
degrees. Explanations given for the other category included those teacher 
respondents who had earned Bachelor’s degree but currently working on a 
Master’s degree or those respondents who have undertaken, for example, 
technical qualifications. All of the administrator respondents had earned Master’s 
degrees. Added to the interpretation of the survey data, the researcher was able 
unpack data from the phone interviews to identify distinguishing perceptions from 
teachers and principals who, in the main, presented their perceptions from the 
viewpoints of high school practitioners. Together, this data was synthesized for 
discussion in the context of the research themes. 
Summary of the Arising Research Themes 
Themes were identified to address the research questions as results from 
the survey and interview responses were collated. Each of the themes presented 
was based on survey results and analysis of the interview responses. ATLAS ti 
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qualitative data analysis was used to search for word frequency used by the 
research respondents in their survey comments and phone interviews. 
Additionally, word families were created with the use of Atlas ti as vocabulary 
was collated. The theme identified in the research paid attention to the impactful 
factors perceived by the research sample of administrators and teachers in 
relation to their shared ideas and agreed changes in the context of teachers’ 
instructional practice. In all, there were eight themes identified with the relevant 
data results.  
Theme One: Constructs and Meanings 
Theme one was developed from the interviewees’ comments to 
encompass the constructs and meanings that teachers and principals attached 
to their own definitions of professional conversations, interactions and processes 
in their schools. There was an array of definitions of professional conversations 
formulated and used by the sample research participants based on their 
experiences. With respect to the limited number of individual administrators and 
teachers interviewed, the researcher also found that interviewees’ definitions of 
professional conversations were mainly affiliated with processes of evaluation 
and feedback. The researcher interviewees, irrespective of the differences in 
their roles as school administrators or teachers at the high school level, made 
distinctive links between professional conversations and the processes they 
experienced through feedback and evaluation in their perceived definitions.  
Within the theoretical context of social constructivism the perceptions or 
constructs of the participating administrators and teachers were most relevant to 
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this research as the theory refers to the existence of ideas or beliefs which are 
considered to be real to the persons concerned. The research outcomes 
corresponded to the emphasis on perceptions or constructs of principals and 
teachers relating to the occurrence of shared ideas and agreements that these 
professionals believe change teachers’ instructional practices. Thus, 
understanding this precept before analysis of the data collected during the 
structured conversations was unclear. The data presented from the principal and 
teacher surveys alongside the interviewees’ comments demonstrate that there is 
much more information as a result of the inquiry as to what specific perceptions 
educators held. 
Theme Two: Nature of Professional Conversations 
Theme two evolved as teachers and principals commented about their 
expectations, engagement and experiences in schools relating to professional 
conversations about instructional practice. Danielson and McGreal (2000) 
highlighted that it was possible to employ procedures that effectively and 
positively engage both teachers and administrators in professional dialogue 
about students, their learning, and teaching as was the experiences of the 
research participants. But a number of factors would determine how successful 
administrators were in their attempts to bring about cohesion, collegiality, and 
shared goals for meeting the needs of all students. The comments collated as 
part of this research were, in some cases, seen to be challenging.  
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Theme Three: Enculturation 
Theme three arose as the researcher considered professional 
conversations as a means of enculturation within the research schools through 
the survey respondents’ perceptions of the processes which facilitated 
professional conversations in their schools. Theme three addressed the 
enculturating processes of the professional conversations which focused on the 
frequency, prevalent discussion points held during professional conversations 
between administrators and teachers and as to whom and how discussions were 
initiated. The research investigated the processes in school that contributed to 
enculturation based on the duplication of the norms and traditions of a system 
such as lesson observations and feedback. Such processes have led to 
instructional expectation in schools. This theme also explored the nature of 
whom and how discussions were initiated. The responses from administrators 
and teachers added substance to the previous viewpoints as teachers and 
principals commented about their perceptions of the nature of professional 
conversations that took place between administrators and teachers in their 
schools. The degree of similarity between the cultures of administrators and 
teachers through enculturation resulted in variations within their different 
responses.  
Theme Four: Values 
Theme four entailed the researcher’s inquiry into the values that the 
research participants placed in their professional conversations. Survey 
responses and interviewee comments noted that this factor included valuing 
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teachers as individuals as well as valuing the opportunity for professional 
conversations that were perceived to enhance administrator and teacher 
experiences in their schools. The surveys particularly solicited the perspectives 
of teachers and administrators regarding the value they placed in professional 
conversations.  
Theme Five: Trust 
Theme five considered the meanings the research participants gave to 
trust in the context of their schools, particularly relating to the occurrence of 
professional conversations among administrators and teachers about 
instructional practice, needs for changes, and the impact on student learning. 
Theme five was founded on the perceptions of individuals who repeatedly wrote 
comment or spoke of the importance of trust as a key factor believed to underpin 
effective professional conversations. Viewpoints varied as to where the 
professional conversations were seen to be most effective. Some professionals 
viewed this as being within the responsibilities of the administrators, yet other 
seeing the key role for peers or in professional learning communities.  
Theme Six: Relationships 
Theme six developed through investigating perceived relationships 
among administrators and teachers believed to influence the quality of 
professional conversations. The research results helped the researcher to use 
Theme six to delve deeper into the similarities and differences of perspectives 
found among the research survey respondents and interviewees. Relationships 
were made explicit in the survey open comments and interview responses: 
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Interviewee 3 (personal communication, June 2014), an elementary 
administrator, placed emphasis on relationships to underpin the processes of 
professional conversations in her school: “I see professional conversations as 
the means to establishing good relationships.” Then there were polarized 
comments such as the viewpoint of a teacher who stated that “to suggest that 
teachers and administration can have discussions about instructional strategy 
and practice is to ignore the hierarchical structure of public education. You do 
not have frank conversations with the boss” (Survey Respondent-Teacher 5, 
June 2014). From the data and comments made by the sample teachers, 
particularly, there were vastly differ perceptions of the standards that guided their 
expectations about what the principals could offer during professional 
conversations. This was also true of the situations educational leaders found 
themselves in as they contended with a range of beliefs and viewpoints to impact 
their schools: “ . . . we need sometimes to realize that teachers are people with 
feelings, too. I think this relationship could be more supportive” (Teacher 2, 
personal communication, June 2014). 
Theme Seven: Relevance and Choice 
Theme seven was based on the researcher’s examination of the 
perceptions of the administrators and teachers relating to the research results 
about shared ideas relevant to instructional practice. Sherer and Spillane (2011), 
had indicated that change involved a conscious decision by one or more 
organizational members (or some external agent) to adapt some existing way of 
working or to introduce a new way of working. Scott (2004) conveyed that no 
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single conversation could guaranteed to transform and change individuals, 
practice and outcomes — yet there are possibilities that any single conversation 
could make the impact needed for change. Scott suggested that in relation to 
leaders, that there was no such thing as a trivial comment when emphasizing 
conversations as a key transformational force in the organizations. There was a 
factor of trust dependent on both administrators and teachers choosing to be 
acceptant of one another to formulate and share ideas during professional 
conversations, needless to say, implement changes. From the research data and 
comments collated, however, there remained discrepancies in how far teachers 
trusted administrator’ advice and how far administrators could trust that teachers 
wanting to improve and change. 
Theme Eight: Change 
Theme eight evolved as the researcher inquired into research 
participants’ perceptions of changes implemented in teachers’ practice through 
the impact of professional conversation. Theme eight provided an opportunity for 
the researcher to compile examples of teachers’ instructional practices that were 
perceived to have been changed as a result of professional conversation. Theme 
eight also provided an opportunity for the viewpoints to be expressed by 
interviewee principals and teacher interviewees about specific examples of 
teachers’ instructional practices that were perceived to have been changed as a 
result of professional conversation. Such was the comment of one participant 
relating to change and the impact of professional conversations on their 
instructional practice: “Impact has been seen as a result of the professional 
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conversations held with teachers through more genuine collaboration and trust in 
one another” (Principal 4, personal communication, June 2014). 
Specific examples of the changes were perceived by participants to have 
taken place as an outcome of professional conversations and through the 
sharing of ideas which are shown in participant administrators’ comments as 
follows:  
Yes, I have seen changes. One teacher, for example, followed up 
discussions about his class management and developed, through our 
professional conversation, strategies and techniques that were 
implemented more effectively to manage students. I remember the 
teacher stating I’m going to work with my students differently. Whereas 
before, techniques were archaic, but the influence of our discussions and 
follow up moved the teacher to improved understanding. (Principal 1, 
personal communication, June 2014) 
In returning to the research questions, the survey questionnaires and 
interviews data results indicate that the participating teachers and administrators 
partially or wholly accredited change to the professional conversations that had 
taken place in their school. However, not all professional conversations were 
implemented between administrators and teachers as stated by Principal 2 
(personal communication, June 2014): “More and more teachers are sharing 
ideas among themselves. There is more ownership seen in teachers trying out 
strategies.” There was further accounting by Principal 4 (personal 
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communication, June 2014) about the impact of professional conversations: 
Impact has been seen as a result of the professional conversations held with 
teachers through more genuine collaboration and trust in one another.” Changes 
were perceived to have taken place, but not for all teachers as an outcome of 
professional conversations. There was an array of resources from which 
teachers were perceived to have drawn upon to influence their instructional 
practice: “Changes are noticed with some teachers. I see more teachers using 
strategies discussed in our meetings or from professional development sessions” 
(Principal 3, personal communication, June 2014). 
Chapter five provides an opportunity for the researcher to interpret and to 
give meaning to the research results. This is done by tying the research 
questions to the research literature, methodology used in the study, and the 
results extrapolated from the survey questionnaire and phone interviews 
conducted as part of the focus and inquiry into principal and teacher perceptions 
of the shared ideas and agreements that change teachers’ instructional practice. 
It is then that the researcher’s discussions and interpretations of the findings 
lead to recommendations for consideration.  
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CHAPTER FIVE 
FINDINGS, DISCUSSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
Summary of the Research 
In chapter four, the research results were presented from the 
demographic and perception data of the survey questionnaire. The interview 
responses of teachers and principals were incorporated into the results in the 
context of the perception data of the shared ideas and factors leading to change. 
The research themes that stemmed from the research results were identified in 
readiness for discussion at this point to respond to the research questions.  
In chapter five, the researcher presents concluding statements about the 
study findings, including discussions about the research purpose, research 
question, instrumentation, and methodology. A discussion of the findings as 
related to the current literature, conclusions from the study, implications for 
further research, and summary statements are reviewed. Recommendations are 
then shaped from the data findings and the eight themes developed from the 
analysis of the respondents’ survey responses and phone interviews word 
frequency analysis.  
Purpose of the Study 
This descriptive study investigated the principals and teachers 
perceptions of factors that impact teachers’ practice as facilitators of student 
learning. in one Southern California public school district. It specifically 
investigated the research questions: 
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1. Do principals perceive that professional conversations with teachers 
involve the sharing of ideas and agreed next steps in teachers’ 
instruction changes teaching practices? 
2. Do teachers perceive professional conversations with their principal 
involving the sharing of ideas and agreed next steps in instruction 
changes their practice? 
3. If teachers perceive that professional conversations with their principal 
involve the sharing of ideas and agreed next steps in teachers’ 
instruction changes their practice, what contributed to this change? 
4. If teachers do not perceive that professional conversations with their 
principal involve the sharing of ideas and agreed next steps in 
teachers’ instruction changes their practice, what contributed to this 
change? Why not? 
5. What factors contribute to the perceptions of principals and their 
teachers relating to the research questions? 
6. What are the similarities and differences in the perceptions of 
principals and teachers? 
Limitations of the Study 
The researcher identified that there was a limited degree to which the 
surveys and the interviews actually measured the constructs or perceptions of 
the respondent principals and teachers. As there was a small sample size, there 
was the likelihood that there would not have been a high rate of reliability. 
Designing accurate measurement of perceptions did not lead to highly reliable 
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conclusions, nor was the data gathered as represented by individual participants’ 
perceptions may not have been reliable. Thus, the study findings may not be 
fully transferability due to the absence of comprehensively measurable 
indicators. The limitations are outlined as follows: 
1. The selection of participants in the study was limited in the number of 
teachers, and administrators in the research population taken from 
one public school district in Southern California. 
2. The study included input from teachers and administrators who had 
been employed for the duration of the 2013-2014 school year in the 
chosen school district. 
3. Teachers and administrators who were not employed by the Southern 
California public school district, nor those who had not been retained 
by the school district for the 2013-2014 school year did not participate 
in the study. 
4. There were insufficient numbers of participating administrators for 
adequate and statistical analysis. 
5. The assumptions derived from the survey questionnaire and interviews 
were limited by the specific questions that were addressed in the 
format. 
There were limited returns of the surveys considering that 246 teachers, 
10 principals and 12 assistant principals were among the population numbers 
from 10 of 44 district schools invited to participate in the research. There was the 
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restriction of which teachers and principals would be allowed to participate in 
undertaking the surveys and phone interviews corresponding to those 
professionals employed only during the 2013-2014 school year. The research 
implementation dates allowed by the district were at the end of the school year. 
Thus, communication was challenging as the research survey was initially 
accessed during the last weeks of schools. It wasn’t made known to the 
researcher until participants mentioned that other district wide surveys were also 
undertaken at the end of the school year had clashed with the research 
implementation of surveys and phone interviews. This created a possible 
“overload” for attracting individuals to participate in the study. It may also be one 
of the matters to account for the incomplete surveys that were received.  
Another limitation may have been based on the researcher’s assumptions 
in devising the research questions in themselves. Questions, for example, were 
not created to include any reflection on the role of the district regarding its 
possible impact on professional conversations. Comments from survey 
respondents and interviewees, however, indicated that the district clearly did 
make an impact on the nature of professional conversations taking place in 
schools. For example, Principal 1 (personal communication, June 2014) drew 
attention to the district’s role by stating, “The district is involved in professional 
competence.”  Additionally, this interviewee made reference to formal 
conversations held between administrators and teachers that were regulated by 
the District: “The more formal conversations are based on lesson observations 
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where the conversations start with the pre-observation meeting when teachers 
tell me what I will see in their lessons. There is a district form with prompts for 
these meetings” (Principal 1, personal communication, June 2014). “The District 
directs that evaluation discussions that take place, but the nature of the 
conversation is down to me and the teachers” (Principal 2, personal 
communication, June 2014). 
Methodology 
The type of research used was a descriptive method employing the use of 
survey questionnaires and an interview protocol, both developed by the 
researcher. Initial contact with the Superintendent of the public school district 
was made in October 2013, followed by an agreement with the district on how 
the surveys and phone interviews would be conducted. The Committee of the 
Institutional Review Board (IRB) granted permission to proceed with the 
research study in April 2014. The online surveys were released to the teachers 
and administrators in 10 of the Southern California public schools in June 2014. 
The phone interview questions comprised of 10 open-ended questions linked to 
the survey questionnaire and reflected the research questions. The phone 
interviews took place from June 2 through July 1, 2014, and were conducted by 
the researcher confidentially with prior written permission. The phone interview 
responses were then transcribed by the researcher.  
All elementary, middle school and high school teachers and 
administrators who were invited to participate in the research surveys and phone 
interviews had been employed and retained for the 2013-2014 school year. Of 
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the 246 teachers and administrators in the sample who were invited to respond, 
55 returned the survey questionnaires, for a response rate of 22%. Of the 56 
survey respondents, 47 teachers, and 9 were administrators. Six of the survey 
questionnaire respondents agreed to be interviewed, 2 of which were teachers 
and 4 were principals.  
Instrumentation 
The 5-scaled response survey questionnaires and interview protocol 
developed by the researcher were used as methods of data collection. Both 
quantitative and qualitative methods of data collection were employed in order to 
obtain a sound evidence base to enhance validity and reliability, and provide a 
balance between numerical representations and human perspectives and 
thoughts (Creswell, 2003). The teacher and administrator survey questionnaires 
and interview protocol were based on current research theories and inquiries 
focused on social constructivism, enculturation and appreciative inquiry. The 
literature review further highlighted the need for inclusion of research in the fields 
of educational leadership, supervision, and coaching to enrich the research 
undertaken. Furthermore, the literature review enlightened the researcher’s 
understanding of the impact that the educational roles, processes and behaviors 
could play in the research study of principal and teacher perceptions of the 
shared ideas and the influencing factors they believed to implement change in 
teachers’ instructional practice.  
The survey questionnaires were developed by the researcher in two 
separate versions; one version for teachers and one version for administrators. 
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Each version used the same questions; however slightly different wording was 
used, based on the role of the respondent. The demographic items for the 
administrators’ version did not include items related to teacher preparation or 
teaching experience. The survey questionnaires and phone interview questions 
were designed to address the research questions focused on principal and 
teacher perceptions of the shared ideas and agreements that change teachers’ 
instructional practice.  
The questionnaire used a five-scaled format ranging from strongly agree 
to strongly disagree. The first part of the survey questionnaires addressed items 
focused on demographic information. The demographic survey items asked 
respondents for general demographic characteristics, including ethnicity, race, 
gender, age, school levels taught, academic degree level, and experience. 
Frequencies and percentages were presented as a cross-tabulation of the 
respondents’ demographic data. The second half of the survey questionnaires 
solicited teachers and administrators to respond to questions about their 
perceptions relating to professional conversations and their beliefs about the 
shared ideas and changes associated to the discussions held in school. A range 
of questions were posed to teachers and administrators as part of the survey 
questionnaires and with subsequent interviews. The questions relating to 
perceptions of shared ideas and change in teachers’ instructional practice varied 
from open ended questions, the 5-scale responses, allocation of percentages 
and ranking choices. There was frequency analysis of responses for both groups 
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(teachers and administrators) with related statistical values calculated. The 
statistical values comprised of overall means and standard deviations for all of 
the survey items which were used in the research to synthesize the data and to 
show the results of the teacher and administrator perceptions.  
Discussions of Findings 
The undertaking of this research provided an opportunity for the 
researcher to explore the perspectives of teachers and principals in the context 
of their beliefs about shared ideas and agreed changes in teachers’ instructional 
practice. As the research was small scale there were no conclusions from the 
findings. However, further discoveries in the context of the participants’ survey 
responses and phone interview comments opened the door to qualitative and 
quantitative data to examine. The research was an inquiry about professional 
conversations through the perspectives of a small participant group of teachers 
and administrators that involved posing a number of questions to these 
participants through surveys and phone interviews to solicit their thoughts and 
beliefs about factors perceived to improve teaching and learning. In the process 
of initiating this study, questions were raised by colleagues as to “why 
professional conversations?” In response, the researcher shared her own 
experiences of conversations she had held with administrators as a teacher, of 
which there were times when these discussions either helped or demoralized her 
as a professional. Something had to change, but what?  
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The roles that have been implemented by the researcher over time had 
changed, but interests in knowing about how teachers came about agreement 
and implementation of changing lessons and possibly improved remained a 
common priority. It is difficult to ignore that for many years teachers may have 
worked in isolation. Yet, over time, there has developed an appreciation for the 
role teachers play in supporting and promoting student learning. A quotation 
from Lee Shulman, an educational psychologist, resonated with the researcher 
in reflection on the research literature reviewed, the synthesis of data, and in 
collating the research results about the importance of educational professions 
coming together to discuss instructional practice: “….teaching is perhaps the 
most complex, most challenging and most demanding, subtle, nuanced, and 
frightening activity that our species has ever invented.” (Lee, 2004, cited by 
Danielson, 2009, p. 3) 
The researcher learned particularly as an administrator that focusing 
communication with teachers on student learning and the value of teachers’ 
contribution to achieving whole school goals could be the powerful means of 
getting things done. Yet, discussions with teachers about their instructional 
practice could still be daunting. This research has taken the researcher further 
than previous experiences in gaining insight into the thoughts of a few 
participating administrators and teachers related to factors they believe to 
influence how ideas are shared and about agreed changes in teachers’ 
instructional practice. Thus, why not explore professional conversations further?  
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The researcher had capitalized on research literature that theorized the 
nature of perceptions as constructs that humans cling to give meaning to their 
lives and work. Could the perceptions held between administrators and teachers 
be a key to implementing shared ideas, supporting improvements in teaching 
and learning, and ultimately increasing the likelihood of changes to enhance 
student learning? In the research results, teachers and administrators varied in 
the conversations they held with one another in the context of discussions about 
teachers’ instructional practice. There were results that showed teachers’ 
perceptions about support discussions and others that were disenchanted with 
the outcomes of conversations.  
Did the research methodologies meet the objectives of answering the 
research questions? In part, the survey responses and phone interviews 
provided an opportunity to record perceptions through the comments of teachers 
and administrators. However, one missed opportunity was the omission of 
involving the district to gain insight into its members’ perceptions, expectations 
and roles in communicating how conversations between administrators and 
teachers were perceived, how implemented, to what purpose, and how these 
were monitored for consistency and quality. At this point, the research does not 
have results to determine the impact of the district on the perception of 
individuals who had participated in the research. 
Was the researcher able to present results that indicated that teachers 
engaged in conversations with their administrator(s) with focused discussions 
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about their instructional practice and student learning? There were examples 
noted during the review of results that professional conversations had taken 
place among the participants. However, the nature and frequency of these 
occasions were diverse as described by teacher interviewee 1(June 2014), 
“Meetings can be sporty and the administrators take a general position in 
communication with the staff. The tone changes and it can get wild, e.g. when 
staff was introduced to the new smarter balanced assessments. Everyone was 
out of their comfort zone.” The survey results indicated that most professional 
conversations were grounded in follow up to lessons observed. However, there 
was insufficient inquiry into the length and quality of the follow up professional 
conversations held in the research participants’ schools. There were distinct 
differences in the perceptions relating to how often the professional 
conversations would take place. For example, teachers indicated a range from 
weekly to annually while administrators, in the main, indicated that monthly 
professional conversations took place in their schools. 
Did the research results indicate that participants participated in 
professional conversations with the intent of sharing ideas and agreeing change 
in teachers’ instructional practice? A common strand shown among teachers and 
administrators related to professional conversations usually used as an 
opportunity for insight into teaching and learning. The teacher and principal 
respondents in the research, however, did not perceive professional 
conversations to consistently comprise of sharing ideas nor ending in agreement 
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about changing teachers’ practice. Among the research participants there were 
differences perceived in the professional conversation expectations and impact 
of their discussions. There were teachers that expressed concerns their 
administrators did not have the expertise to advise them especially in the 
curriculum. Respondents’ responses did not consistently correspond to the 
research definition of professional conversations which were based on the 
research literature. The research literature pointed to such conversations 
intended to facilitate or help teachers reflect on their practice.  
Discussions of Findings in Relation to the Themes 
In reviewing the data and perceptions as evidence of constructs in the 
research, the researcher came back to the work of Sergiovanni who suggested 
that it was through the processes of collegiality while still valuing individualism 
that cultivates commitment (p. 288). With these thoughts, Sergiovanni 
considered that educational leaders could model and help teachers to gain 
and/or renew commitments in their work with students. It was considered in 
reflection of Sergiovanni’s work as it related to this research that educational 
leaders could help teachers to better know their students through professional 
conversations as a means of mutual sharing of ideas about instructional practice 
and student learning. Sergiovanni noted that transparency and open discussions 
would not impinge on teachers ’individual values, but “enhances their 
understanding of the values of others” (p. 288). Yet, in order to cultivate 
commitment as Sergiovanni suggests, there needs to be a climate where 
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professional conversations were underpinned with clarity of purpose and 
relevant processes that encouraged teachers and administrators to hold effective 
discussions about instructional practice. Explicit factors and actions involving 
both administrators and teachers would need to be implemented for this to 
happen. The researcher used the research results to identify the current 
perceptions of these professions, to identify factors that may impact their 
perceptions, and to seek ways in which professional conversations could be 
enhanced to positively impact teachers’ instructional practice and in turn, student 
learning. 
The research questions linked to the research literature underpinned the 
discussions in seeking to understand current teacher and principal perceptions 
about professional conversations evolved around shared ideas and agreement 
that change teachers’ instructional practice. According to Jackson (2008), there 
is a need to establish the foundations of strategic or professional conversations 
to effectively engage in effective discussions about teaching and learning. The 
first foundation identified by Jackson involved definition and an understanding of 
what makes effective instruction which is open for interpretation. The research 
results indicated that much of the professional discussions experienced by the 
sample participants were based on lesson observations as perceived by 
teachers (Table 11) and among administrators (Table 23). In order that there is 
cohesion in understanding what constitutes effective instruction would need to 
be visible and exemplified to reach consensus among the teachers and 
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administrators. Hand in hand with gaining this understanding, Jackson suggests 
that there is a need “to actually believe that teachers can, with effective 
instructional leadership and support, improve their practice” (p. 11). That did not 
mean that the administrator needed to have a wealth of subject content 
knowledge. Instead, the instructional leadership and support can stem from other 
professionals (Jackson, 2008, p. 11). 
Respectively, the teacher and principal responses to survey items that 
indicated respondents’ beliefs that there were expectations that improvements in 
instructional practice were feasible. However, there was a lack of consistent 
beliefs among teachers that they received feedback about their capabilities in 
improving instructional practice as 42.42% of teachers stated that these matters 
were omitted from their the conversations with their administrators. Whereas, 
62.5% of administrators’ who responded to the survey indicated that they offered 
feedback to teachers relating to their belief that teachers had capacities to 
improve instructional practice. 
Jackson (2008) notes that there is a need to establish the foundations of 
“professional conversations to effectively engage in effective discussions about 
teaching and learning.” The first foundation identified by Jackson involved “an 
understanding of what makes good instruction” (p. 11).  Hand in hand with 
gaining this understanding, Jackson suggests that there is a need “to actually 
believe that teachers can, with effective instructional leadership and support, 
improve their practice” (p. 11). That did not mean that administrators needed to 
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have a wealth of subject content knowledge. Instead, the instructional leadership 
and support can stem from other professionals.  
The second foundation of professional conversations outlined by Jackson 
(2008) relates to establishing a shared understanding of what constitutes good 
quality instruction. Jackson (2008) explained that it was essential to clarify what 
is meant in using such terms with teachers: What does it look like? What impact 
is evident? How does the teacher know that the instructional practice supports 
and improves student learning? (p. 12) This is not, necessarily reliant on test 
outcomes or standards as the teachers’ performance indicators. With clarity in 
the use of such terms, the professional conversation may include some data on 
student performance, the discussions about what was seen to be effective 
strategies in moving learning to the next level is likely to enhance profession 
conversations.  
There were clearly different constructs and meanings represented in the 
research responses that teachers and administrators identified in their definitions 
of effective interactions during professional conversations interactions. The 
teachers’ beliefs about administrators’ expertise as a component of professional 
conversations may indicate disconnects in relation to the beliefs and 
understandings of the administrators about their roles and the purpose of 
professional conversations. The research survey results and analysis of 
interviews guided the researcher’s consideration of other foundational factors 
that were likely to impact the professional conversations between administrators 
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and teachers. Principal interviewee 1 spoke of the need to be “directive” in some 
discussions with teachers. Yet, these actions could shut down the teachers’ 
motivation and ownership in implementing changes. As stated by teacher 
interviewee 1(June 2014), “The conversations can be non-threatening…. Open 
discussions where everyone has an equal voice in meetings.” These comments 
could point to a need to promote engagement and commitment in professional 
conversation. As noted by Jackson (2008), the importance of administrators 
being able to “commit to remain engaged in the conversation, to follow up, to 
return to the teacher after a difficult point and resume the conversation. 
Otherwise little real progress will be made” (p. 12). 
One teacher’s perspectives was shown to be negative both in the written 
comments. Teacher survey respondent 3 wrote (June 2014), “You do not have 
frank conversations with the boss. Teachers learn very early in their careers that 
honest discussions with administrators result in punishment. You learn to play 
along with whatever bizarre idea administration presents.” One can’t help but ask 
if the experiences of this professional had been tainted from earlier events or 
through discussions which had severed relationships in his school. There isn’t 
always going to be closure at the end of each professional conversation 
according to Jackson (2008). However, setting a protocol for giving a voice to 
those involved in the conversation, for example, focusing on student learning 
could ease tensions and come closer to sharing ideas and beliefs among 
teachers and administrators (p. 12). 
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In response to the survey questionnaire, teacher respondents commented 
their reservations about administrators’ ability to advise them. The comments 
were made in reference to the range of curriculum and specialism expertise 
among teachers, but not necessarily believed to be the case among 
administrators. In the following three survey comments, teacher respondents 1, 2 
and 9 respectively wrote (June 2014), “Not a single one of them knows anything 
about the subjects I teach, which are electives”; “some of my answers are based 
on the lack of knowledge my administration team has in regards to Special 
Education”; and “I have many more years of teaching experience in my field, 
thus, my administration is not usually helpful.”  In many ways these comments 
may stem from the lack of understanding the purpose of professional 
conversations as a tool for the teachers’ own reflections rather that imparting 
knowledge about the curriculum. Again the constructs of individuals are likely to 
guide these differences in defining purpose and roles within the process of 
professional conversations. 
As expressed by teacher interviewee 1 (June 2014), “The best opportunity 
for shared ideas takes place during PLCs.” The occurrence of different 
opportunities in schools for professional conversations to take place was also 
commented on by principal interviewee 3  (June 2014), “Teachers can have very 
different professional conversation experiences depending on who they talk to.” 
These comments drew the researcher’s attention that there were opportunities 
besides meetings with the principals that took place in schools. Therefore, the 
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nature of the professional conversations, such as those held in professional 
learning communities, could supplement discussions and support desired 
changes in teachers’ instructional practice when occurring within departments, 
curriculum advisories and among specialists. 
The differences in the perspectives among the participants pointed to the 
question of expectations. There have been a number of examples demonstrated 
throughout the research. However, some of the most pronounce perspective 
were shown in the negativity expressed both in some of the written comments 
and during phone interviews. For example, teacher survey respondent 2 wrote 
(June 2014), “You do not have frank conversations with the boss. Teachers learn 
very early in their careers that honest discussions with administrators result in 
punishment. You learn to play along with whatever bizarre idea administration 
presents.” One can’t help but ask if the experiences of this professional had 
been tainted from earlier events or through discussions which had severed 
relationships in his school. Again the perspectives demonstrated here were not 
representative of all teachers.  
The research results gave an indication that for some participants, 
experiences were not always positive and that the outcomes of professional 
conversations could be perceived to not meet teachers’ expectations. These 
results further pointed to possible factors that could impinge shared ideas and 
reaching agreement for change in teachers’ instructional practice. The 
researcher’s discovery of these viewpoints then led to recommendations for 
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improving not only the quality of the reflections for teachers during discussions. 
The intent in exposing these perceptions was to raise awareness of the possible 
impact of the perceptions and interpretation of the administrator’s role and 
purpose of professional conversations for reflection. It was as though the 
teachers illustrated here were looking for answers from their administrators with 
no resolve.  
Feedback was perceived by both administrators and teacher participants 
to be the most common focus of professional conversations. The research 
results pointed to 43.75% of teachers and 50% of administrators using 
professional conversations as an opportunity to debrief after lesson 
observations. In considering the range of instructional discussions that could be 
held, there appeared to be some restrictions to developing innovatively shared 
ideas as the post-lesson observations would focus on what had happened rather 
proactive discussions about possibilities. In making the closing 
recommendations of the research, the researcher was not sure how much more 
could be achieved in pre-lesson observation conversations. At present, this 
aspect of professional conversations has become tied to the evaluation process 
with implications for administrators withholding the sharing of ideas and agreeing 
changes to the planned lesson with teacher so as not to influence the rating of 
lessons to be observed and evaluated. Yet, there would seem to be limitations to 
the impact of feedback on its own from this research findings. 
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This researcher used methodologies that took into consideration the idea 
of the social construction of teacher and administrators’ realities. Within the 
themes arising from the responses of these individuals, expressions of valuing 
the opportunities for educators to come together in professional conversations 
were identified. Appreciative Inquiry generated a deeper understanding of what 
is valued in school interactions between teachers and administrators. To value 
the process of professional conversations there were perspectives that there 
were opportunities for recognizing the need for teachers’ reflection, seeking the 
best in people by affirming strengths, successes, and potentials. Cooperrider 
and Whitney (1996) indicated that these components of interactions and valuing 
individuals were factors that gave “life” to organizations. Accordingly, 
Cooperrider et al. argued that Appreciative Inquiry “seeks, fundamentally, to 
build a constructive union between a whole people and the massive entirety of 
what people talk about as past and present capacities” (p. 3).  
There was strong agreement among teacher and administrator 
respondents relating to the value they place on professional discussions held 
with the principal that involved suggestions to changes in their instructional 
practice. For the teacher respondents, Item 9 survey results revealed that 
78.12% of the teacher survey respondents agreed in their responses to Item 8 
(m) that they valued the opportunities to hold professional conversations with 
their administrators. For the administrator survey respondents, there was strong 
agreement among principal respondents in survey items 8 (l) and (m) relating to 
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the value they placed on professional conversations held with their teachers that 
involved shared ideas and suggestions to change their instructional practice. 
Among these professionals, there was 100% agreement that was partial to 
strongly agreed of which 77.77% of principals chose strong agreement with each 
statement. Corresponding to these findings, a phone interviewee concurred with 
the survey findings in response to questions about value in stating that “the 
teachers must be communicated to well to let them know that they are valued;” 
and “One key factor I think can influence conversations about practice and that is 
establishing that admin values the teacher” (Teacher 1, personal communication, 
June 2014). 
The researcher reflected on this data to note that the discussions held 
during professional conversations would need to focus on carefully crafted, 
open-ended and positive questioning on the behalf of the administrators to draw 
out the teachers’ capacities. In turn, comprehending where teachers’ skills could  
be enhanced through support and their own reflections, change might result in 
changing instructional practice. Cooperrider and Whitney (1996) summarized 
that: 
Knowing and changing are a simultaneous moment. The thrill of discovery 
becomes the thrill of creating. As people throughout a system connect in 
serious study into qualities, examples, and analysis of the positive core—
each appreciating and everyone being appreciated—hope grows and 
community expands. (p. 8) 
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The research referenced the literature focused on relationships such as 
the works of Morgan (2006) whose cultural context of organizations highlighted 
that the relationships within organizations were socially constructed and that 
“strong organizational culture is essential for success” (p. 146). In relation to 
educational settings, Gray and McGuigan (1993) indicated that educators prove 
to be one of the most influential enculturating forces of cultural reproduction. In 
the context of schools, enculturation could be demonstrated by the tendency of 
each individual or groups following cultural norms such as developing 
instructional strategies in which expectations are set forth and replicated not only 
in a given classroom, but across the whole school or beyond (p. 87). 
Within this research, the perceptions of administrators and teachers 
varied in the relationships that were established in their schools that possibly 
impacted perceptions of what ideas or strategies were shared and to what extent 
teachers chose or were able to initiate change in their practice. Perceptions 
revealed in the research pointed to a range of relationships existing in schools 
among which, as Gray and McGuigan suggested, that with each school 
leadership directives or professional learning community, the accepted norm of 
the individual teacher’s pedagogic culture was reinforced and perpetuated, also 
potentially influenced from administrators and teachers’ professional 
conversations (p. 87). There were no direct observations or evidence within the 
research results to indicate that this was consistently the case.  
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There were inconsistencies in the perspectives of the research 
participants as to the relationships among administrators and teachers. Marzano 
and Waters (2009) expressed that it was likely that individuals, such as 
practitioners in schools, were more likely to adopt an idea when the idea is 
associated with the evidence that it works. The responses made in the research 
also reflect that some teachers had buy in of the discussions about their 
instructional practice. Marzano and Waters indicated that buy in of a given 
organization’s vision, mission and practices was based on the perceptions of 
tangible outcomes (p. 111). The implication for the research into the perceptions 
of administrators and teachers also indicated that social constructs were evident 
and that there were variances in the extent to which individual could or wanted to 
change. If, the cornerstone of success depended upon the commitment of 
individuals within the organization to hold themselves accountable for building 
positive relationships and in supporting and improving teachers’ instruction as 
noted by Marzano and Waters, then the survey questionnaire respondents and 
phone interviewees in this research differed in their relationships and interactions 
experienced in their schools (Marzano and Waters, 2009, p. 111). 
The research literature underlining studies about trust were attributed to 
Tschannen-Moran (2011) and Wahlstrom and Louis (2008) who directed 
attention to understanding adult learning that points to the nature of building trust 
between administrators and teachers for effective professional conversation 
interactions. Tschannen-Moran identified the need for teacher-centered 
 169 
discussions that gave teachers opportunities to put forward their ideas for 
sharing. Wahlstrom and Louis identified key practices which emerged as strong 
factors affecting teacher practice emerged. In their research, conclusions were 
made that the effect of teachers’ trust in the principal becomes less important 
when shared leadership and professional communities were present. Yet, trust 
remained an important factor in contributing to school improvement and change.  
In reviewing the research results, there were indications that not all 
teacher and administrator survey respondents and interviewees believed that 
they had reached a pinnacle of trust within the professional conversations taking 
place in their schools. The sharing of ideas would need trust among 
administrators and their teachers as a foundation for improvement and change 
with attention to trust having to be earned by those seeking improvements and 
change in teachers’ instructional practice. Thus, if change was to be given a 
chance, then professional conversations would need to incorporate a no-blame, 
trusting, and open climate.  
The researcher reflected on the perceptions highlighted from the survey 
questionnaire results and phone interviews. In doing so, there were perceptions 
of a range of interactions and constructs formed and practices that the 
respondents believed to contribute to improved teachers’ instructional practices. 
Potentially, professional conversations in some cases were perceived to 
transform teachers. By framing practice in terms of the interactions among 
administrators and teachers, consideration could be given to the impact of social 
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constructs and practices which might account for how changes in work practice 
could be realized.  
The study of Sherer and Spillane (2011) indicated that planned change 
involved a conscious decision by one or more organizational members (or some 
external agent) to adapt some existing way of working or to introduce a new way 
of working. Sherer and Spillane noted that understanding change in schools 
necessitated attention to the interactions taking place, the beliefs of those 
individuals interacting that change was possible, and the willingness of 
individuals to choose to change (p. 612).  
In providing examples of teachers meeting with school leaders regarding 
review of students’ assessment tests, Sherer and Spillane conducted a study of 
routines at school level, focusing on the practice of school leaders’ leading and 
managing changes. Their findings indicate that student data was used to inform 
the school leader and teachers if the school as a whole was reaching its goal of 
raising student achievement. The outcome of this shared information was 
agreement among the staff was that it was “important for realizing their vision for 
the school” (p. 612). In this context, the study referenced organizational theory 
as stressing “the contingent and situational nature of change” (612), placing the 
emphasis on those in leadership roles. Considering schools as organizations, 
the researcher followed the frame of thinking that change occurs as a result of 
actions and interactions that take place among members of schools as 
organizations rather than being exclusively based on organizational structure. In 
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turn, the situations educators find themselves in schools frame the interactions 
that are likely to occur.  
It had been possible to reference the research of Sherer and Spillane for 
the purpose of responding to the research questions to better understand the 
expectations of the school leaders and teachers, when focused on specific 
goals, their understandings of facilitating student learning, and their perspectives 
as to what contributes to change of practice. Sherer and Spillane gave insight 
into the variances of leaders’ skills for managing change which was seen to be 
dependent on the situation and where an organization was in the change 
process. Although their research was limited in concluding how teachers 
perceive their roles in implementing change in their practice, it stimulated further 
investigations into teachers and administrator perceptions about what they 
believe to be catalysts for change (p. 612). Furthermore, it was through the 
resultant comments and survey responses from both principals and teachers that 
the researcher realized how individuals attached meaning to their perceptions 
and action.  
Fullan (1993) provided further insight into change in commenting: “you 
can’t mandate what matters: complexity of change (lies) in skills, thinking and 
committed actions in educational enterprise” (p. 15).  Fullan further stated that 
“effective change agents neither embrace nor ignore mandates. They use them 
as catalysts to re-examine what they are doing” (p. 15).  From this perspective, 
Fullan considered that change was a journey rather than a blueprint which 
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entails uncertainty. However, if change was considered to be synonymous with 
improvement, strategies would need to be implemented for sustaining desired 
changes. There were possible implications linked to the research findings in that 
thinking and acting holistically about the personal needs and professional 
development of teachers as individuals could be crucial in meeting not only their 
professional needs, but also the needs of schools towards improvement 
The researcher saw within Fullan’s perspective further implications for 
educational leaders wanting to implement change in teachers’ instructional 
practice. There would need to be practices that would embrace what teachers 
bring to the professional conversation. There were factors highlighted in this 
research that could be considered a start to transforming how professional 
conversations were conducted, how teachers were engaged, and what 
opportunities were presented for teachers for reflect on their practice.  
Recommendations 
Recommendations were made in the research on the basis of the survey 
questionnaire and Interview results, contributions of the research literature and 
desire of educators, such as the research participants who were willing to come 
forward and contribute to the focus on principal and teacher perceptions of the 
shared ideas and agreements that change teachers’ instructional practice. This 
researcher identified through the work of Fullan (1993), for example, that there 
could be further strategies implemented for sharing purpose such as school 
vision, goals, objectives, with agreement and unity of purpose. The research 
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findings suggest that this study has only touched the surface in relation to the 
focus on principal and teacher perceptions of the shared ideas and agreements 
that change teachers’ instructional practice. The recommendations that follow 
are, therefore, not finite in the consideration of the current limited inquiry. It is 
hoped that future studies can build upon these first steps of research results to 
probe deeper and more extensively into how educators forge alliances for 
sharing ideas and ultimately reach goals for improving teachers’ instructional 
practice.  
The first recommendation encompassed embracing teachers as learners 
who need to do the learning. There can be no assumptions that administrators 
are expertise in every curricular area and teaching strategies. There would need 
to be consideration that teachers bring a range of skills and strategies to their 
pedagogy which may or may not meet the learning needs of all children they 
teach. Therefore, professional conversations could be used as powerful tools 
when focused on both teaching and learning in providing opportunities for 
administrator and teacher to structure their time together in dialogue that would 
encompass discussion focused on students’ learning and not just feedback of 
what the teacher did in lessons observed. Professional conversations also lend 
themselves to active listening as a critical factor and catalysis for success.  
Secondly, there could be conditions under which teachers might be more 
likely to change and implement shared and agreed strategies. Thus, the second 
recommendation considered by the researcher was through the opportunities for 
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teachers to reflect and to analyze their own instructional practice. With 
developing technologies in education, the digital video camera, including 
cameras with 360 degree capacity when accessible, can be used by teachers to 
reflect on their own classroom practice. The researcher noted from the research 
results that the respondents’ comments corresponded to valuing professional 
conversations. Allowing for teachers’ reflection could deepen the value placed by 
the respondents in their discussions: “We need more ways to use self-reflection 
as a catalyst for change. A change climate is reliant on being a place for learning 
at all levels” (Principal 2, personal communication, June 2014). 
The researcher, in using the research literature, outcomes of the surveys 
and research interviews, has drawn attention to considering that as teachers 
learn in their own way, there could be opportunities to engage them in a variety 
of learning strategies. It would suggest that further partnerships among teacher 
peers or critical friends and school administrators could be encouraged to 
observe and share ideas to enhance practitioners’ learning. It is possible to 
develop support for teachers to meet their colleagues and school leaders on a 
regular basis to incorporate self-reflections and choices for teachers to make 
changes to their practice. Along similar opportunities for teachers to be reflective 
practitioners, the engagement in observing peers, lesson studies and 
professional inquiries, such academic study or action research could contribute 
to teachers’ professional development. Such strategies could further contribute 
to supporting teachers as learners.  
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The third recommendation was focused directly on professional 
conversations serving as a means for learning about the perceptions of others in 
our schools. Professional conversations could bring administrators and teachers 
closer to understanding one another’s perspectives and valuing the contributions 
to be made by different professionals in schools. Human resources in schools 
can possibly be undervalued and untapped for serving students. Professional 
conversations could bring professionals together to reach the desired and 
agreed changes needed to improve schools though discussions that matter—
teaching and learning. 
Recommendation four focused on trust. Among some of the research 
respondents, trust was seen or believed to be feasible. However, it takes time 
and good quality relationships for trust to be built and sustained. Professional 
conversations could be powerful tools when focused on both teaching and 
learning in schools. The research findings suggested that the time and quality of 
professional conversations can be structured on dialogue and not just meetings 
for feedback. The dialogue should encompass effective listening as a critical 
factor and catalysis for success. Setting a protocol for giving a voice to those 
involved in the professional conversation, for example, focusing on student 
learning rather than personal judgment and biases could ease tensions and 
come closer to sharing ideas and beliefs among teachers and administrators. 
Recommendation five was based on the role of administrators in providing 
direction and exercising influence in their schools as outlined in the studies by 
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Leithwood and Louis (2011). The research results suggested that the 
administrators expressed the desire for changes in teachers’ instructional 
practice. Ideas were not consistently shared with teachers, and in one case 
stated as being directive. The researcher argues that principals can show 
instructional leadership by setting a culture within their schools that support 
continual professional learning and in taking steps that are explicit in supporting 
individual teachers. This recommendation led to consideration that 
administrators could potentially use professional conversations as means of 
providing direction and influencing others towards improvement. Additionally, a 
protocol for establishing norms of continuous improvement could lead to 
opportunities for dissemination of desired practice such as professionals given 
opportunities to observe and contribute to the instructional practice of their 
peers. In studying about the nature of professional conversations, it was 
perceived by the research respondents that such conversations could be 
structured on dialogue, going beyond purely feedback.  
The final recommendation was to emphasize the value of research-based 
inquiries about professional conversations and the perceptions of administrators 
and teachers about the shared ideas and agreements that change teachers’ 
instructional practice. School improvement is embedded in actions to enhance 
student learning. Research into the meanings educators attach to their 
relationships and processes within schools may contribute to deeper 
understanding of factors that impact the quality of instruction and education as a 
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whole that transform schools and the people within them. The focus of this 
research is worth further inquiry. 
The research focused on inquiries with the research questions posed to 
investigate the perceptions of shared ideas among administrators and teacher 
and agreed changes in teachers’ instructional practice. The research results led 
to further questions due to the small number of participants in one district. The 
researcher accepts that more inquiry questions should be asked and that further 
research will be needed. There remains much to be learned about the 
perceptions of educators that could bring researcher closer to understanding the 
catalysts for change and improvements in schools. The key may be in focusing 
on what more can be learned from research that could lead to supporting and 
guiding educators’ thinking and actions. It is truly worth these inquiries to better 
understand and impact the role of professional conversations in schools and how 
administrators and teachers contribute to school improvement. 
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APPENDIX A 
QUALTRICS SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE REPORT: 
RESULTS FOR TEACHER RESPONDENTS 
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Initial Report 
Last Modified: 07/16/2014 
 
1. Please indicate your gender: 
 
Statistic Value 
Min Value 1 
Max Value 2 
Mean 1.68 
Variance 0.23 
Standard Deviation 0.47 
Total Responses 37 
 
# Answer  
 
Response % 
1 Male   
 
12 32% 
2 Female   
 
25 68% 
 Total  37 100% 
 
2. What is your race? 
 
# Answer  
 
Response % 
1 White/Caucasian   
 
19 51% 
2 Black or African American    7 19% 
4 Asian   
 
2 5% 
5 Native American 
or Alaska Native    1 3% 
6 
Native Hawaiian 
or other Pacific 
Islander 
 
 
0 0% 
7 Other (specify)   
 
3 8% 
8 Two or More Races    5 14% 
 Total  37 100% 
 
Statistic Value 
Min Value 1 
Max Value 8 
Mean 2.89 
Variance 7.27 
Standard Deviation 2.70 
Total Responses 37 
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3. Are you currently employed as a full time teacher? 
 
# Answer  
 
Response % 
1 Yes   
 
33 94% 
2 No   
 
2 6% 
 Total  35 100% 
 
Statistic Value 
Min Value 1 
Max Value 2 
Mean 1.06 
Variance 0.06 
Standard Deviation 0.24 
Total Responses 35 
 
4. My school is designated in the following grade span: 
 
# Answer  
 
Response % 
1 Grades 7-12    1 3% 
2 PreK-5  
 
0 0% 
3 PreK-6  
 
0 0% 
4 PreK-8   
 
4 12% 
5 PreK + 6-8   
 
4 12% 
6 Grades 6-8  
 
0 0% 
7 Grades K-12    1 3% 
8 Grades 9-12    24 71% 
 Total  34 100% 
 
Statistic Value 
Min Value 1 
Max Value 8 
Mean 6.94 
Variance 3.39 
Standard Deviation 1.84 
Total Responses 34 
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5. How long have you been teaching in the State of California? 
 
# Answer  
 
Response % 
1 Less than 1 year   0 0% 
2 1-2 years   
 
1 3% 
3 3-5 years   
 
1 3% 
4 6-8 years   
 
3 9% 
5 9-11 years   
 
5 15% 
6 12-15 years    7 21% 
7 More than 15 years    17 50% 
 Total  34 100% 
 
Statistic Value 
Min Value 2 
Max Value 7 
Mean 5.97 
Variance 1.79 
Standard Deviation 1.34 
Total Responses 34 
 
6. How long have you served in your career as a teacher? 
 
# Answer  
 
Response % 
1 Less than 1 year   0 0% 
2 1-2 years  
 
0 0% 
3 3-5 years   
 
1 3% 
4 6-8 years   
 
4 12% 
5 9-11 years   
 
5 15% 
6 12-15 years    7 21% 
7 More than 15 years    17 50% 
 Total  34 100% 
 
Statistic Value 
Min Value 3 
Max Value 7 
Mean 6.03 
Variance 1.42 
Standard Deviation 1.19 
Total Responses 34 
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7. What is the highest degree that you have completed? 
 
# Answer  
 
Response % 
1 BA or BS   
 
8 23% 
2 MA or MS   
 
24 69% 
3 Ph.D or Ed.D    2 6% 
4 Other (specify)    1 3% 
 Total  35 100% 
 
Statistic Value 
Min Value 1 
Max Value 4 
Mean 1.89 
Variance 0.40 
Standard Deviation 0.63 
Total Responses 35 
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8. For each of the following statements (a) through (m) select the choice that best represents the degree to which you 
agree or disagree. In response to these statements you have an option to add comments in the next section. 
 
# Question 
Strongly 
agree 
Partially 
agree 
Neither Agree 
nor Disagree 
Partially 
Disagree 
Strongly 
Disagree 
Total 
Responses Mean 
1 
(a) I participate in professional 
discussions with the principal 
and/or assistant principal that 
involve sharing ideas about my 
instructional practice. 
14 11 1 3 4 33 2.15 
2 
(b) I participate in professional 
discussions with the principal 
and/or assistant principal that 
involve mutually agreed upon 
changes to be made in my 
instructional practice. 
13 10 3 3 4 33 2.24 
3 
(c) I believe that professional 
discussions held with the principal 
and/or assistant principal impact 
changes in my instructional 
practice. 
9 16 3 1 4 33 2.24 
4 
(d) I usually agree with the 
principal and/or assistant principal 
about suggested changes to be 
made in my instructional practice. 
8 14 4 4 2 32 2.31 
5 
(e)There are differences between 
my perspective and that of the 
principal and/or assistant principal 
regarding my implementation of 
instructional strategies. 
4 9 12 4 4 33 2.85 
6 
(f) Rather than my principal or 
assistant principal , I prefer 
discussions with other 
professionals involving the sharing 
of ideas about my instructional 
practice. 
13 8 5 2 5 33 2.33 
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# Question 
Strongly 
agree 
Partially 
agree 
Neither Agree 
nor Disagree 
Partially 
Disagree 
Strongly 
Disagree 
Total 
Responses Mean 
7 
(g) Rather than my principal or 
assistant principal, I prefer 
discussions with other 
professionals involving agreed 
upon changes in my instructional 
practice. 
10 11 4 1 7 33 2.52 
8 
(h) I believe that the professional 
discussions about my instructional 
practice are linked to the 
professional development I have 
received. 
8 14 7 1 3 33 2.30 
9 
(I)The principal and/or assistant 
principal have expressed to me 
that I am capable of improving my 
instructional practice. 
6 8 7 5 7 33 2.97 
10 
(j) I believe that I solely decide any 
changes to be made in my 
instructional practice. 
2 6 9 10 5 32 3.31 
11 
(k) I believe that there are barriers 
to the improvements I can 
implement in my instructional 
practice. 
7 11 4 9 2 33 2.64 
12 
(l) I value the professional 
discussions held with the principal 
and/or assistant principal that 
involve sharing ideas about 
instructional strategies and/or 
practices. 
17 9 3 1 3 33 1.91 
13 
(m) I value the professional 
discussions held with the principal 
that involve suggestions to change 
my instructional practice. 
16 9 3 2 2 32 1.91 
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Statistic 
(a) I 
participate 
in 
professional 
discussions 
with the 
principal 
and/or 
assistant 
principal 
that involve 
sharing 
ideas about 
my 
instructional 
practice. 
(b) I 
participate 
in 
professional 
discussions 
with the 
principal 
and/or 
assistant 
principal 
that involve 
mutually 
agreed 
upon 
changes to 
be made in 
my 
instructional 
practice. 
(c) I believe 
that 
professional 
discussions 
held with 
the principal 
and/or 
assistant 
principal 
impact 
changes in 
my 
instructional 
practice. 
(d) I usually 
agree with 
the principal 
and/or 
assistant 
principal 
about 
suggested 
changes to 
be made in 
my 
instructional 
practice. 
(e)There are 
differences 
between my 
perspective 
and that of the 
principal and/or 
assistant 
principal 
regarding my 
implementation 
of instructional 
strategies. 
(f) Rather 
than my 
principal or 
assistant 
principal , I 
prefer 
discussions 
with other 
professionals 
involving the 
sharing of 
ideas about 
my 
instructional 
practice. 
(g) Rather 
than my 
principal or 
assistant 
principal, I 
prefer 
discussions 
with other 
professionals 
involving 
agreed upon 
changes in 
my 
instructional 
practice. 
(h) I believe 
that the 
professional 
discussions 
about my 
instructional 
practice are 
linked to the 
professional 
development 
I have 
received. 
(I)The 
principal 
and/or 
assistant 
principal 
have 
expressed 
to me that I 
am capable 
of improving 
my 
instructional 
practice. 
(j) I believe 
that I solely 
decide any 
changes to 
be made in 
my 
instructional 
practice. 
(k) I believe 
that there are 
barriers to the 
improvements 
I can 
implement in 
my 
instructional 
practice. 
(l) I value 
the 
professional 
discussions 
held with 
the principal 
and/or 
assistant 
principal 
that involve 
sharing 
ideas about 
instructional 
strategies 
and/or 
practices. 
(m) I value 
the 
professional 
discussions 
held with 
the principal 
that involve 
suggestions 
to change 
my 
instructional 
practice. 
Min Value 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 
Max Value 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 
Mean 2.15 2.24 2.24 2.31 2.85 2.33 2.52 2.30 2.97 3.31 2.64 1.91 1.91 
Variance 1.95 1.94 1.56 1.38 1.38 2.10 2.26 1.34 2.03 1.32 1.61 1.59 1.44 
Standard 
Deviation 
1.39 1.39 1.25 1.18 1.18 1.45 1.50 1.16 1.42 1.15 1.27 1.26 1.20 
Total 
Responses 
33 33 33 32 33 33 33 33 33 32 33 33 32 
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9. Which of the following categories best describes your age? 
 
# Answer  
 
Response % 
1 21-24 years old   0 0% 
2 25-34 years old    1 3% 
3 35-44 years old    12 32% 
4 45-54 years old    11 29% 
5 55-64 years old    12 32% 
6 65 years or 
more 
  
 
2 5% 
 Total  38 100% 
 
Statistic Value 
Min Value 2 
Max Value 6 
Mean 4.05 
Variance 0.97 
Standard Deviation 0.98 
Total Responses 38 
 
10. Comment(s) regarding my responses to the statements in the previous 
question: 
 
Text Response 
We have 5 administrators in our school for about 1300 kids. They are quite incompetent, do we 
need that many? Not a single one of them knows anything about the subjects I teach, which 
are electives, and yet, they want to put their 2 cents in just because they have to. Our principle 
wanted us to add 2 hours of professional development a month without having a plan 
implemented. I suggested that each department would present a lesson related to their subject 
and all teachers participate in that lesson. How awesome to learn about what math is doing, or 
science, or PE, or music... the suggestion fell on deaf ears and her plan did not work. They are 
afraid of the very thing they promote CHANGE!!!!!! 
Some of my answers are based on the lack of knowledge my administration team has in 
regards to Special Education. 
To suggest that teachers and administration can have discussions about instructional strategy 
and practice is to ignore the hierarchical stucture of public education. You do not have frank 
conversations with the boss. Teachers learn very early in their careers that honest discussions 
with administrators result in punishment. You learn to play along with what ever bizarre idea 
administration presents. 
Prinicipals, generally, promote orders from upon high. They are more interested in compliance, 
rather than results. 
Statistic Value 
Total Responses 4 
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11. The principal and/or assistant principal meet with me to discuss my 
instructional practice (Select ONE): 
 
# Answer  
 
Response % 
1 Daily  
 
0 0% 
2 Weekly   
 
3 9% 
3 Biweekly   
 
2 6% 
4 Monthly   
 
5 15% 
5 Bimonthly   
 
2 6% 
6 Annually   
 
16 48% 
7 Other (specify)    5 15% 
8 Not 
applicable   0 0% 
 Total  33 100% 
 
Statistic Value 
Min Value 2 
Max Value 7 
Mean 5.24 
Variance 2.31 
Standard Deviation 1.52 
Total Responses 33 
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12. Provide the percentage (%) of time allocated during your 
last professional discussion with the principal and/or assistant 
principal focused on the following topics (THE TOTAL SUM MUST EQUAL 
100%): 
 
# Answer Min Value Max Value Average Value 
Standard 
Deviation 
10 Other (specify) 0 100 14 32 
7 
feedback on 
a lesson 
observed 
0 100 27 35 
1 
my students’ 
academic 
performance 
data 
0 80 12 20 
4 
developing 
lesson 
resources 
0 80 7 16 
2 lesson planning 0 50 11 13 
3 
intervention 
strategies for 
individual or 
groups of 
students 
0 45 10 12 
8 
developing 
instructional 
strategies 
0 40 11 11 
6 
discussing 
student work 
and/or 
calibration 
0 25 7 8 
5 
developing 
content 
specific 
curriculum 
pacing 
0 15 3 5 
 
Statistic Value 
Total Responses 31 
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13. Rank the following instructional areas according to how 
frequently ideas are shared during discussions between you and your 
principal and/or assistant principal. Ranking a response as 10, for 
example, represents the most frequent instructional areas discussed to 
share ideas, whereas a rank of 1 indicates the least frequently discussed 
topic. 
 
# Answer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 Total Responses 
1 
discussing 
my students’ 
academic 
performance 
data 
3 3 3 1 3 2 4 0 0 3 22 
2 lesson planning 5 7 4 1 1 1 1 1 1 - 22 
3 
discussing 
intervention 
strategies for 
individual or 
groups of 
students 
1 0 5 1 3 2 1 3 4 2 22 
4 
developing 
lesson 
resources 
1 3 2 7 1 3 0 3 1 1 22 
5 
developing 
content 
specific 
curriculum 
pacing 
3 1 7 1 2 2 1 0 2 3 22 
6 
discussing 
student work 
and/or 
calibration 
0 3 0 3 6 2 3 3 2 - 22 
7 
developing 
instructional 
strategies, 
e.g. 
questions, 
activities, 
grouping, etc 
2 1 0 4 4 3 2 3 2 1 22 
8 
follow up to a 
lesson 
observed 
4 2 0 3 1 1 1 2 2 6 22 
10 
discussing 
individual 
student or 
group 
learning 
1 1 1 0 1 5 4 5 2 2 22 
 Total 20 21 22 21 22 21 17 20 16 18 - 
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Statistic 
discussing 
my students’ 
academic 
performance 
data 
lesson 
planning 
discussing 
intervention 
strategies for 
individual or 
groups of 
students 
developing 
lesson 
resources 
developing 
content specific 
curriculum pacing 
discussing 
student work 
and/or 
calibration 
developing 
instructional 
strategies, e.g. 
questions, activities, 
grouping, etc 
follow up to 
a lesson 
observed 
discussing 
individual 
student or 
group 
learning 
Min Value 1 1 1 1 1 2 1 1 1 
Max Value 10 9 10 10 10 9 10 10 10 
Mean 4.86 3.18 6.09 4.86 4.86 5.59 5.64 6.00 6.68 
Variance 8.60 5.58 7.52 6.12 9.46 4.54 6.24 12.76 5.47 
Standard 
Deviation 2.93 2.36 2.74 2.47 3.08 2.13 2.50 3.57 2.34 
Total 
Responses 22 22 22 22 22 22 22 22 22 
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14. Rank the following instructional areas according to 
the changes discussed between you and your principal and/or assistant 
principal. Ranking a choice as 10, for example, would be the most frequent 
instructional area discussed regarding instructional change, whereas a 
rank of 1 indicates the least frequently discussed topic. 
 
# Answer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 Total Responses 
1 
setting targets 
based on my 
students’ 
academic 
performance 
data 
2 2 3 1 2 1 2 2 1 2 18 
2 lesson planning 3 5 2 2 3 0 1 1 1 0 18 
3 
implementing 
intervention 
strategies for 
individual or 
groups of 
students 
1 1 2 4 3 2 2 1 1 1 18 
4 
developing 
lesson 
resources 
2 0 6 1 1 4 2 1 1 0 18 
5 
adjusting 
content specific 
curriculum 
pacing 
3 2 1 5 0 0 2 0 2 3 18 
6 
changing how 
students are 
grouped in my 
lessons 
1 2 1 2 4 2 1 4 1 0 18 
7 
developing 
instructional 
strategies 
1 1 2 1 1 4 2 2 3 1 18 
8 
use feedback 
from a lesson 
observed to set 
my professional 
goal 
2 3 0 2 1 2 2 1 3 2 18 
9 
develop 
strategies to 
address 
individual 
student or 
group behavior 
2 1 0 0 2 1 3 2 2 5 18 
10 
develop 
strategies to 
improve 
individual 
student or 
group learning 
1 1 1 0 1 2 1 4 3 4 18 
 Total 18 18 18 18 18 18 18 18 18 18 - 
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Statistic 
setting targets 
based on my 
students’ 
academic 
performance 
data 
lesson 
planning 
implementing 
intervention 
strategies for 
individual or 
groups of 
students 
developing 
lesson 
resources 
adjusting 
content 
specific 
curriculum 
pacing 
changing 
how students 
are grouped 
in my 
lessons 
developing 
instructional 
strategies 
use feedback 
from a lesson 
observed to 
set my 
professional 
goal 
develop 
strategies to 
address 
individual 
student or 
group behavior 
develop 
strategies 
to improve 
individual 
student or 
group 
learning 
Min Value 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 
Max Value 10 9 10 9 10 9 10 10 10 10 
Mean 5.22 3.67 5.17 4.67 5.11 5.33 6.06 5.67 6.94 7.17 
Variance 9.12 5.88 5.68 5.41 11.16 5.65 6.88 10.00 9.47 7.91 
Standard 
Deviation 3.02 2.43 2.38 2.33 3.34 2.38 2.62 3.16 3.08 2.81 
Total 
Responses 18 18 18 18 18 18 18 18 18 18 
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15. Which factor(s) contribute to implementing changes in your 
instructional strategies. (Select all that are applicable): 
 
# Answer  
 
Response % 
2 My 
professional 
knowledge and 
skills 
  
 
26 96% 
3 My experience 
as a teacher 
  
 
24 89% 
1 Trust between 
me and the 
principal and/or 
assistant 
principal 
  
 
17 63% 
9 The use of 
student 
performance 
data 
  
 
17 63% 
7 The honesty of 
the principal 
and/or 
assistant 
principal. 
  
 
11 41% 
5 The integrity of 
the principal 
and/or 
assistant 
principal 
  
 
10 37% 
4 The 
professional 
knowledge and 
skills of the 
principal and/or 
assistant 
principal 
  
 
9 33% 
8 Evidence 
gathered by 
the principal 
and/or 
assistant 
principal from 
the direct 
observation of 
lesson(s) 
  
 
8 30% 
6 The teaching 
experience of 
the principal 
and/or 
assistant 
principal 
  
 
7 26% 
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# Answer  
 
Response % 
11 The 
supervisory 
experience of 
the principal 
and/or 
assistant 
principal 
  
 
5 19% 
10 Other (specify)   
 
2 7% 
 
Statistic Value 
Min Value 1 
Max Value 11 
Total Responses 27 
 
16. Please add your comment regarding any questions in this survey 
 
Text Response 
Thank You 
There is not a good atmosphere between Principal, VicePrincipals /Teachers. It is too 
much EGO going on from both sides. 
Another pointless survey. Good luck. 
An active principal really makes a difference. Presence on campus, building 
relationships with the kids, holding students and teachers accountable etc. 
I have many more years of teaching experience in my field--thus, my administration is 
not usually helpful. I approach them and explain how the program works, supply data, 
etc. My district has not been very supportive in adding my field of expertise to the 
overall well-being of student interaction, thus I seek my own professional development 
(for the past 20 years). 
 
Statistic Value 
Total Responses 5 
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17. I prefer to have professional discussions with the principal and/or 
assistant principal focused on the following topics (Choose a maximum of 
THREE and DRAG/DROP your selection into the boxes provided.) 
 
# Answer Choice 1 Choice 2 Choice 3 
8 
developing 
instructional 
strategies 
5 7 6 
2 lesson planning 1 1 3 
6 
discussing 
student work 
and/or 
calibration 
2 0 2 
3 
intervention 
strategies for 
individual or 
groups of 
students 
5 3 8 
1 
my students’ 
academic 
performance 
data 
3 4 3 
4 
developing 
lesson 
resources 
5 7 0 
7 feedback on a lesson observed 5 3 3 
5 
developing 
content specific 
curriculum 
pacing 
1 2 0 
10 Other (specify) 0 0 2 
 
Other (specify) 
More Technology in classroom 
School goal setting 
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18. What is your ethnicity? 
 
# Answer  
 
Response % 
4 Hispanic or Latino    14 39% 
5 
NOT 
Hispanic or 
Latino 
  
 
18 50% 
7 Other (specify)    4 11% 
 Total  36 100% 
 
Other (specify) 
ethiopian 
see above 
 
Statistic Value 
Min Value 4 
Max Value 7 
Mean 4.83 
Variance 0.83 
Standard Deviation 0.91 
Total Responses 36 
 
19. You are invited to participate in an online demographic survey by a doctoral 
student from California State University, San Bernardino. Questions about 
leadership practice and beliefs are explored through related research responses 
from principals and teacher about their interactions in the context of their school 
settings. PURPOSE: This Informed Consent relates to a research study being 
conducted from May 5th 2014 to October 31st 2014. The purpose of the research 
study in which you are being asked to participate is designed to examine 
principal and teacher perceptions of the shared ideas and agreements that 
change teachers’ instructional practice by illuminating the factors perceived by 
the study participants to be related to changing teacher practice. This study is 
being conducted by Renee Middleton under the supervision of Dr. Bonnie Piller, 
Chairperson for the research and Dr. Donna Schnorr, Director of the Doctorate in 
Educational Leadership Program, California State University, San Bernardino. 
This study has been approved by the Institutional Review Board, California State 
University, San Bernardino on April 17th 2014 DESCRIPTION: Data collection will 
consist of an online survey which takes 10 to 12 minutes to complete. You will be 
asked to complete an online ten question survey that can be accessed by your 
district email. PARTICIPATION IN THE ONLINE SURVEY: Your participation is 
voluntary. It is not expected that you will experience any discomfort while filling 
out the online survey. While taking the survey you have the option to cease 
participation at any time, without penalty or loss of benefits. The research has 
been explained so that there is clarity of your role as a participant in the study. By 
completing the survey, you are agreeing to participate confidentially in a research 
study. Your participation in undertaking the online survey is voluntary and an 
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indication of your consent. CONFIDENTIALITY: Participants have a right to 
privacy and all information identifying participants will be confidential. 
Pseudonyms will be used to protect the confidentiality of participants. The 
researcher will not ask the participants to disclose their school district of 
employment. The confidentiality of the participant’s information will be 
maintained by storing demographic information, interview transcripts, audio 
recordings and researcher’s field notes in a locked filing cabinet or password 
protected computer located in the researcher’s office located at CSUSB in the 
College of Education for a period of three (3) years. All data collected will be 
destroyed three years after the study has been completed. BENEFITS: By 
participating you will help in increasing the knowledge/literature within the field of 
education relating to the professional conversations held among principals and 
teachers. RISKS: The possible risks of participating in this study may include:(1) 
Your personal reflections associated with previous professional conversations 
that may have been uncomfortable experiences could be considered a risk. (2) 
Some of the online survey questions might evoke in you mild to moderate 
negative feelings related to factors contributing to your ability to navigate through 
the (educational leadership)( teaching profession). CONTACT: If you have any 
questions about the research and research participant’s rights, you may contact 
Dr. Bonnie Piller, bpiller@csusb.edu or call (909) 537-5651. You may also contact 
Renee Middleton, middletr@ csusb.edu or call (626) 533-7802. RESULTS: The 
results of this study will be available by February 2015. The Results will be 
presented during a public defense and a bound copy of the dissertation will be 
available in the California State University San Bernardino Phau Library located at 
5500 University Parkway, San Bernardino CA 92407. I have read and understood 
the above consent form and desire of my own free will to participate in this study. 
  
# Answer  
 
Response % 
1 Yes   
 
35 100% 
2 No  
 
0 0% 
 Total  35 100% 
 
Statistic Value 
Min Value 1 
Max Value 1 
Mean 1.00 
Variance 0.00 
Standard Deviation 0.00 
Total Responses 35 
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APPENDIX B 
QUALTRICS SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE REPORT: 
RESULTS FOR PRINCIPAL RESPONDENTS 
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Initial Report 
Last Modified: 08/17/2014 
 
 
1. Please indicate your gender: 
Statistic Value 
Min Value 1 
Max Value 2 
Mean 1.67 
Variance 0.25 
Standard Deviation 0.50 
Total Responses 9 
 
# Answer  
 
Response % 
1 Male   
 
3 33% 
2 Female   
 
6 67% 
 Total  9 100% 
 
2. What is your race? 
 
# Answer  
 
Response % 
1 White/Caucasian   
 
2 22% 
2 Black or African American    2 22% 
4 Asian   
 
1 11% 
5 Native American 
or Alaska Native   0 0% 
6 
Native Hawaiian 
or other Pacific 
Islander 
 
 
0 0% 
7 Other (specify)   
 
1 11% 
8 Two or More Races    3 33% 
 Total  9 100% 
 
Statistic Value 
Min Value 1 
Max Value 8 
Mean 4.56 
Variance 10.03 
Standard Deviation 3.17 
Total Responses 9 
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3. Which of the following categories best describes your age? 
 
# Answer  
 
Response % 
1 21-24 years old   0 0% 
2 25-34 years old   0 0% 
3 35-44 years old    4 44% 
4 45-54 years old    3 33% 
5 55-64 years old    1 11% 
6 65 years or 
more 
  
 
1 11% 
 Total  9 100% 
 
Statistic Value 
Min Value 3 
Max Value 6 
Mean 3.89 
Variance 1.11 
Standard Deviation 1.05 
Total Responses 9 
 
4. My school is designated in the following grade span: 
# Answer  
 
Response % 
2 PreK-5  
 
0 0% 
3 PreK-6  
 
0 0% 
4 PreK-8   
 
1 13% 
5 PreK + 6-8   
 
1 13% 
6 Grades 6-8  
 
0 0% 
7 Grades 7-12    3 38% 
8 Grades K-12   0 0% 
9 Grades 9-12    3 38% 
 Total  8 100% 
 
Statistic Value 
Min Value 4 
Max Value 9 
Mean 7.13 
Variance 3.55 
Standard Deviation 1.89 
Total Responses 8 
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5. How long have you been a principal and/or assistant principal in the 
State of California? 
 
# Answer  
 
Response % 
1 Less than 1 year   0 0% 
2 1-2 years   
 
1 11% 
3 3-5 years   
 
2 22% 
4 6-8 years   
 
2 22% 
5 9-11 years   
 
2 22% 
6 12-15 years    2 22% 
7 More than 15 years   0 0% 
 Total  9 100% 
 
Statistic Value 
Min Value 2 
Max Value 6 
Mean 4.22 
Variance 1.94 
Standard Deviation 1.39 
Total Responses 9 
 
6. How long have you served in your career as a principal and/or assistant 
principal? 
 
# Answer  
 
Response % 
1 Less than 1 year   0 0% 
2 1-2 years   
 
1 11% 
3 3-5 years   
 
3 33% 
4 6-8 years   
 
2 22% 
5 9-11 years   
 
1 11% 
6 12-15 years    2 22% 
7 More than 15 years   0 0% 
 Total  9 100% 
 
Statistic Value 
Min Value 2 
Max Value 6 
Mean 4.00 
Variance 2.00 
Standard Deviation 1.41 
Total Responses 9 
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7. What is the highest degree that you have completed? 
 
# Answer  
 
Response % 
1 BA or BS  
 
0 0% 
2 MA or MS   
 
9 100% 
3 Ph.D or Ed.D   0 0% 
4 Other (specify)   0 0% 
 Total  9 100% 
 
Statistic Value 
Min Value 2 
Max Value 2 
Mean 2.00 
Variance 0.00 
Standard Deviation 0.00 
Total Responses 9 
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8. For each of the following statements (a) through (m) select the choice that best represents the degree to 
which you agree or disagree. In response to these statements you have an option to add comments in the 
next section. 
# Question Strongly 
agree 
Partially 
agree 
Neither Agree 
nor Disagree 
Partially 
Disagree 
Strongly 
Disagree Total Responses Mean 
1 
(a) I participate in 
professional 
discussions with the 
teachers in my school 
involving the sharing 
of ideas about their 
instructional practice. 
8 1 0 0 0 9 1.11 
2 
(b) I participate in 
professional 
discussions with the 
teachers in my school 
involving agreed 
changes to be made 
in their instructional 
practice. 
8 1 0 0 0 9 1.11 
3 
(c) I believe that 
professional 
discussions held with 
the teachers in my 
school impact 
changes in their 
instructional practice. 
8 1 0 0 0 9 1.11 
4 
(d) I always agree 
with the teachers in 
my school regarding 
the suggested 
changes to be made 
in their instructional 
practice. 
0 3 0 3 2 8 3.50 
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# Question Strongly 
agree 
Partially 
agree 
Neither Agree 
nor Disagree 
Partially 
Disagree 
Strongly 
Disagree Total Responses Mean 
5 
(e)There are 
differences from my 
perspective to that of 
the teachers 
regarding how they 
should implement 
instructional 
strategies. 
1 7 0 1 0 9 2.11 
6 
(f) I believe that the 
teachers in my 
school prefer to 
discuss and share 
ideas about their 
instructional practice 
with me rather than 
with other 
professionals. 
1 2 3 3 0 9 2.89 
7 
(g) I believe that the 
teachers in my 
school prefer to 
discuss and agree 
changes in their 
instructional practice 
with me rather than 
with other 
professionals. 
1 1 5 2 0 9 2.89 
8 
(h) I believe that the 
professional 
discussions with the 
teachers in my 
school relating to 
their instructional 
practice link to the 
professional 
development they 
3 5 0 1 0 9 1.89 
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# Question Strongly 
agree 
Partially 
agree 
Neither Agree 
nor Disagree 
Partially 
Disagree 
Strongly 
Disagree Total Responses Mean 
have received. 
9 
(I) I have expressed 
to the teachers in my 
school about their 
capabilities in 
improving 
instructional practice. 
5 3 0 0 0 8 1.38 
10 
(j) I believe that I 
solely decide the 
changes to be made 
in my teachers’ 
instructional practice. 
1 2 1 2 3 9 3.44 
11 
(k)I believe that there 
are barriers to what 
improvements the 
teachers in my 
school can 
implement in their 
instructional practice. 
1 3 3 1 1 9 2.78 
12 
(l) I value the 
professional 
discussions held with 
the teachers in my 
school that involve 
the sharing of ideas. 
7 2 0 0 0 9 1.22 
13 
(m) I value the 
professional 
discussions held with 
the teachers in my 
school that involve 
suggestions to 
change teachers’ 
instructional practice. 
7 2 0 0 0 9 1.22 
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Statistic 
(a) I 
participate 
in 
professional 
discussions 
with the 
principal 
and/or 
assistant 
principal 
that involve 
sharing 
ideas about 
my 
instructional 
practice. 
(b) I 
participate 
in 
professional 
discussions 
with the 
principal 
and/or 
assistant 
principal 
that involve 
mutually 
agreed 
upon 
changes to 
be made in 
my 
instructional 
practice. 
(c) I believe 
that 
professional 
discussions 
held with 
the principal 
and/or 
assistant 
principal 
impact 
changes in 
my 
instructional 
practice. 
(d) I usually 
agree with 
the principal 
and/or 
assistant 
principal 
about 
suggested 
changes to 
be made in 
my 
instructional 
practice. 
(e)There are 
differences 
between my 
perspective 
and that of the 
principal and/or 
assistant 
principal 
regarding my 
implementation 
of instructional 
strategies. 
(f) Rather 
than my 
principal or 
assistant 
principal , I 
prefer 
discussions 
with other 
professionals 
involving the 
sharing of 
ideas about 
my 
instructional 
practice. 
(g) Rather 
than my 
principal or 
assistant 
principal, I 
prefer 
discussions 
with other 
professionals 
involving 
agreed upon 
changes in 
my 
instructional 
practice. 
(h) I believe 
that the 
professional 
discussions 
about my 
instructional 
practice are 
linked to the 
professional 
development 
I have 
received. 
(I)The 
principal 
and/or 
assistant 
principal 
have 
expressed 
to me that I 
am capable 
of improving 
my 
instructional 
practice. 
(j) I believe 
that I solely 
decide any 
changes to 
be made in 
my 
instructional 
practice. 
(k) I believe 
that there are 
barriers to the 
improvements 
I can 
implement in 
my 
instructional 
practice. 
(l) I value 
the 
professional 
discussions 
held with 
the principal 
and/or 
assistant 
principal 
that involve 
sharing 
ideas about 
instructional 
strategies 
and/or 
practices. 
(m) I value 
the 
professional 
discussions 
held with 
the principal 
that involve 
suggestions 
to change 
my 
instructional 
practice. 
Min Value 1 1 1 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 
Max Value 2 2 2 5 4 4 4 4 2 5 5 2 2 
Mean 1.11 1.11 1.11 3.50 2.11 2.89 2.89 1.89 1.38 3.44 2.78 1.22 1.22 
Variance 0.11 0.11 0.11 1.71 0.61 1.11 0.86 0.86 0.27 2.28 1.44 0.19 0.19 
Standard 
Deviation 
0.33 0.33 0.33 1.31 0.78 1.05 0.93 0.93 0.52 1.51 1.20 0.44 0.44 
Total 
Responses 
9 9 9 8 9 9 9 9 8 9 9 9 9 
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9. Comment(s) regarding my responses to the statements in the previous 
question: 
 
Text Response 
Responsibilities for professional discussions with teachers is equally shared with my 
asst. principal 
I believe communication is important in order to work collaboratively between the staff 
and myself. 
 
Statistic Value 
Total Responses 2 
 
10. On average, I meet with the teachers in my school to discuss their 
instructional practice (Select ONE): 
 
# Answer  
 
Response % 
1 Daily   
 
1 11% 
2 Weekly   
 
2 22% 
3 Biweekly   
 
3 33% 
4 Monthly   
 
3 33% 
5 Bimonthly  
 
0 0% 
6 Annually  
 
0 0% 
8 Not 
applicable   0 0% 
 Total  9 100% 
 
Statistic Value 
Min Value 1 
Max Value 4 
Mean 2.89 
Variance 1.11 
Standard Deviation 1.05 
Total Responses 9 
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11. On average, I allocate the following percentage (%) of 
time during professional discussions with the teachers in my school (THE 
TOTAL SUM MUST EQUAL 100%): 
 
# Answer Min Value Max Value Average Value 
Standard 
Deviation 
7 
feedback on 
a lesson 
observed 
5 50 20 14 
3 
intervention 
strategies for 
individual or 
groups of 
students 
10 40 16 10 
1 
students’ 
academic 
performance 
data 
5 40 17 14 
11 
discussing 
specific 
student 
learning 
0 25 12 8 
8 
developing 
instructional 
strategies 
5 15 10 5 
2 lesson planning 0 15 8 4 
6 
discussing 
student work 
and/or 
calibration 
0 15 9 6 
10 Other (specify) 0 10 1 3 
5 
developing 
content 
specific 
curriculum 
pacing 
0 10 4 3 
4 
developing 
lesson 
resources 
0 8 4 3 
 
Statistic Value 
Total Responses 9 
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12. Rank the following instructional areas according to the how frequently ideas 
are shared during discussions between you and your teachers. Ranking a 
response as 10, for example, represents the most frequently shared ideas 
about their instruction. 
# Answer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 Total Responses 
1 
discussing 
my students’ 
academic 
performance 
data 
1 0 2 2 0 1 0 1 1 1 9 
2 lesson planning 1 1 2 3 1 0 0 0 0 1 9 
3 
discussing 
intervention 
strategies 
for individual 
or groups of 
students 
2 0 1 0 4 0 1 0 0 1 9 
4 
developing 
lesson 
resources 
1 3 0 0 1 2 1 0 0 1 9 
5 
developing 
content 
specific 
curriculum 
pacing 
2 2 1 0 0 1 0 0 3 0 9 
6 
discussing 
student 
work and/or 
calibration 
0 0 1 1 0 1 3 3 0 0 9 
7 
developing 
instructional 
strategies, 
e.g. 
questions, 
activities, 
grouping, 
etc 
1 0 1 1 2 0 1 2 0 1 9 
8 
follow up to 
a lesson 
observed 
1 2 1 0 0 0 0 2 2 1 9 
9 
discussing 
individual 
student or 
group 
behavior 
0 0 0 1 1 3 1 1 0 2 9 
10 
discussing 
individual 
student or 
group 
learning 
0 1 0 1 0 1 2 0 3 1 9 
 Total 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 - 
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Statistic 
discussing 
my students’ 
academic 
performance 
data 
lesson 
planning 
discussing 
intervention 
strategies for 
individual or 
groups of 
students 
developing 
lesson 
resources 
developing 
content specific 
curriculum pacing 
discussing 
student work 
and/or 
calibration 
developing 
instructional 
strategies, e.g. 
questions, activities, 
grouping, etc 
follow up to 
a lesson 
observed 
discussing 
individual 
student or 
group 
learning 
Min Value 1 1 1 1 1 3 1 1 4 
Max Value 10 10 10 10 9 8 10 10 10 
Mean 5.33 4.00 4.67 4.56 4.67 6.44 5.67 5.78 6.89 
Variance 9.50 6.50 8.00 9.03 12.75 3.28 8.00 13.44 4.36 
Standard 
Deviation 3.08 2.55 2.83 3.00 3.57 1.81 2.83 3.67 2.09 
Total 
Responses 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 
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13. Rank the following instructional areas according to the changes discussed 
between you and the teachers in your school. Ranking a choice as 10, for 
example, would be the most frequent instructional area discussed regarding 
instructional change. 
# Answer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 Total Responses 
1 
setting 
targets 
based on 
students’ 
academic 
performance 
data 
3 2 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 8 
2 lesson planning 1 4 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 8 
3 
implementing 
intervention 
strategies for 
individual or 
groups of 
students 
1 1 1 1 3 0 0 1 0 0 8 
4 
developing 
lesson 
resources 
0 0 4 1 0 1 0 0 1 1 8 
5 
adjusting 
content 
specific 
curriculum 
pacing 
1 0 0 3 1 1 1 1 0 0 8 
6 
changing 
how students 
are grouped 
in lessons 
0 0 0 0 2 2 1 2 0 1 8 
7 
developing 
instructional 
strategies 
1 0 1 0 0 1 2 1 1 1 8 
8 
use feedback 
from a 
lesson 
observed to 
set teachers’ 
professional 
goal 
1 1 0 0 1 1 0 2 1 1 8 
9 
develop 
strategies to 
address 
individual 
student or 
group 
behavior 
0 0 0 1 0 1 3 0 3 0 8 
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# Answer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 Total Responses 
10 
develop 
strategies to 
improve 
individual 
student or 
group 
learning 
0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 2 4 8 
 Total 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 - 
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Statistic 
setting targets 
based on my 
students’ 
academic 
performance 
data 
lesson 
planning 
implementing 
intervention 
strategies for 
individual or 
groups of 
students 
developing 
lesson 
resources 
adjusting 
content 
specific 
curriculum 
pacing 
changing 
how students 
are grouped 
in my 
lessons 
developing 
instructional 
strategies 
use feedback 
from a lesson 
observed to 
set my 
professional 
goal 
develop 
strategies to 
address 
individual 
student or 
group behavior 
develop 
strategies 
to improve 
individual 
student or 
group 
learning 
Min Value 1 1 1 3 1 5 1 1 4 5 
Max Value 8 6 8 10 8 10 10 10 9 10 
Mean 2.75 2.75 4.13 5.13 4.88 6.88 6.38 6.13 7.25 8.75 
Variance 5.64 2.50 4.70 8.41 4.70 2.98 9.13 10.70 3.07 3.36 
Standard 
Deviation 2.38 1.58 2.17 2.90 2.17 1.73 3.02 3.27 1.75 1.83 
Total 
Responses 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 
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14. Within the context of your school, which factor(s) contribute to 
implementing changes in teachers’ instructional strategies. (Select all that 
are applicable): 
 
# Answer  
 
Response % 
1 
Building trust 
among the 
teachers 
  
 
9 100% 
7 
My honesty 
during 
professional 
discussions 
with teachers 
  
 
8 89% 
9 
The use of 
student 
performance 
data 
  
 
8 89% 
5 My integrity   
 
8 89% 
3 
My 
professional 
experience as 
an educator 
  
 
8 89% 
2 
Teachers’ 
professional 
knowledge 
and skills 
  
 
7 78% 
6 
The 
experience of 
the teacher 
  
 
7 78% 
8 
Evidence 
gathered and 
shared with 
the teachers 
from the 
direct 
observation of 
lesson(s) 
  
 
7 78% 
4 
My 
professional 
knowledge 
and skills as 
the principal 
or assistant 
principal 
  
 
5 56% 
10 Other (specify)   0 0% 
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Statistic Value 
Min Value 1 
Max Value 9 
Total Responses 9 
 
15. Please add your comment regarding any questions in this survey 
 
Text Response 
 
Statistic Value 
Total Responses 0 
 
16. I prefer to have professional discussions with the teachers in my 
school focused on the following topics (Choose a maximum of THREE and 
DRAG/DROP selections into the boxes provided.) 
 
# Answer Choice 1 Choice 2 Choice 3 
7 feedback on a lesson observed 3 3 1 
1 
students’ 
academic 
performance data 
2 0 1 
2 lesson planning 1 0 1 
10 Other (specify) 0 0 0 
3 
intervention 
strategies for 
individual or 
groups of 
students 
4 2 2 
6 
discussing 
student work 
and/or calibration 
0 3 3 
4 developing lesson 
resources 
0 1 1 
8 
developing 
instructional 
strategies 
3 2 2 
5 
developing 
content specific 
curriculum pacing 
0 2 0 
11 
discussing 
specific student 
learning 
0 1 1 
 
Other (specify) 
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17. What is your ethnicity? 
 
# Answer  
 
Response % 
1 Hispanic or Latino    2 22% 
2 
NOT 
Hispanic or 
Latino 
  
 
7 78% 
3 Other (specify)   0 0% 
 Total  9 100% 
 
Other (specify) 
 
Statistic Value 
Min Value 1 
Max Value 2 
Mean 1.78 
Variance 0.19 
Standard Deviation 0.44 
Total Responses 9 
 
18. You are invited to participate in an online demographic survey by a doctoral 
student from California State University, San Bernardino. Questions about 
leadership practice and beliefs are explored through related research responses 
from principals and teacher about their interactions in the context of their school 
settings. PURPOSE: This Informed Consent relates to a research study being 
conducted from May 5th 2014 to October 31st 2014. The purpose of the research 
study in which you are being asked to participate is designed to examine 
principal and teacher perceptions of the shared ideas and agreements that 
change teachers’ instructional practice by illuminating the factors perceived by 
the study participants to be related to changing teacher practice. This study is 
being conducted by Renee Middleton under the supervision of Dr. Bonnie Piller, 
Chairperson for the research and Dr. Donna Schnorr, Director of the Doctorate in 
Educational Leadership Program, California State University, San Bernardino. 
This study has been approved by the Institutional Review Board, California State 
University, San Bernardino on April 17th 2014 DESCRIPTION: Data collection will 
consist of an online survey which takes 10 to 12 minutes to complete. You will be 
asked to complete an online ten question survey that can be accessed by your 
district email. PARTICIPATION IN THE ONLINE SURVEY: Your participation is 
voluntary. It is not expected that you will experience any discomfort while filling 
out the online survey. While taking the survey you have the option to cease 
participation at any time, without penalty or loss of benefits. The research has 
been explained so that there is clarity of your role as a participant in the study. By 
completing the survey, you are agreeing to participate confidentially in a research 
study. Your participation in undertaking the online survey is voluntary and an 
indication of your consent. CONFIDENTIALITY: Participants have a right to 
privacy and all information identifying participants will be confidential. 
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Pseudonyms will be used to protect the confidentiality of participants. The 
researcher will not ask the participants to disclose their school district of 
employment. The confidentiality of the participant’s information will be 
maintained by storing demographic information, interview transcripts, audio 
recordings and researcher’s field notes in a locked filing cabinet or password 
protected computer located in the researcher’s office located at CSUSB in the 
College of Education for a period of three (3) years. All data collected will be 
destroyed three years after the study has been completed. BENEFITS: By 
participating you will help in increasing the knowledge/literature within the field of 
education relating to the professional conversations held among principals and 
teachers. RISKS: The possible risks of participating in this study may include: (1) 
Your personal reflections associated with previous professional conversations 
that may have been uncomfortable experiences could be considered a risk. (2) 
Some of the online survey questions might evoke in you mild to moderate 
negative feelings related to factors contributing to your ability to navigate through 
the (educational leadership)( teaching profession). CONTACT: If you have any 
questions about the research and research participant’s rights, you may contact 
Dr. Bonnie Piller, bpiller@csusb.edu or call (909) 537-5651. You may also contact 
Renee Middleton, middletr@ csusb.edu or call (626) 533-7802. RESULTS: The 
results of this study will be available by February 2015. The Results will be 
presented during a public defense and a bound copy of the dissertation will be 
available in the California State University San Bernardino Phau Library located at 
5500 University Parkway, San Bernardino CA 92407. I have read and understood 
the above consent form and desire of my own free will to participate in this study. 
  
# Answer  
 
Response % 
1 Yes   
 
9 100% 
2 No  
 
0 0% 
 Total  9 100% 
 
Statistic Value 
Min Value 1 
Max Value 1 
Mean 1.00 
Variance 0.00 
Standard Deviation 0.00 
Total Responses 9 
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Teachers’ Text Responses from the Survey (June 2014) 
• We have 5 administrators in our school for about 1300 kids. They are 
quite incompetent, do we need that many? Not a single one of them 
knows anything about the subjects I teach, which are electives, and yet, 
they want to put their 2 cents in just because they have to. Our principle 
wanted us to add 2 hours of professional development a month without 
having a plan implemented. I suggested that each department would 
present a lesson related to their subject and all teachers participate in 
that lesson. How awesome to learn about what math is doing, or 
science, or PE, or music... the suggestion fell on deaf ears and her plan 
did not work. They are afraid of the very thing they promote 
CHANGE!!!!!!  
• Some of my answers are based on the lack of knowledge my 
administration team has in regards to Special Education.  
• To suggest that teachers and administration can have discussions 
about instructional strategy and practice is to ignore the hierarchical 
structure of public education. You do not have frank conversations with 
the boss. Teachers learn very early in their careers that honest 
discussions with administrators result in punishment. You learn to play 
along with whatever bizarre idea administration presents.  
• Principals, generally, promote orders from upon high. They are more 
interested in compliance, rather than results.  
• Thank You  
• There is not a good atmosphere between Principal, Vice Principals 
/Teachers. It is too much EGO going on from both sides.  
• Another pointless survey. Good luck.  
• An active principal really makes a difference. Presence on campus, 
building relationships with the kids, holding students and teachers 
accountable etc.  
• I have many more years of teaching experience in my field--thus, my 
administration is not usually helpful. I approach them and explain how 
the program works, supply data, etc. My district has not been very 
supportive in adding my field of expertise to the overall well-being of 
student interaction, thus I seek my own professional development (for 
the past 20 years).  
 
Teachers’ Text Responses from the Phone Interviews (June 2014) 
Teacher- Interview Respondent 1  
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1. Tell me a little about your current position.  
• I am a full-time teacher in a high school. I retrained as a mature student 
and have just completed my probationary year.  
2. Can you describe the types of professional conversations that take place 
between the principal and the teachers at your school( i.e. meeting, pre-
observation conferences, post-observation conferences)?  
• There are weekly Friday morning meetings for all the staff. These 
sessions are whole groups, but we also have breakout sessions where 
we meet in our PLC Departments. The PLCs gives individual teachers 
more opportunity for conversations  
• Teachers have a voice in decisions which is appreciated, e.g. when our 
views were sought about the new master schedule. We were able to 
discuss  
and vote on the final version.  
• As a high school there are a number of assistant principals. I am on 
good terms with the one supporting me  
• There are monthly meetings with the principal for discussions with 
teacher union reps and facilities committee, such as issues to do with 
campus cleanliness.  
3. How is the nature of the professional conversations/meetings decided? By 
the teacher(s), principal, district, anyone else? Explain.  
• Administrators set the agendas.  
• There is a pecking order for getting voice heard  
• Most conversations are mutual with the AP and in the department 
meetings.  
4. Are there similarities in the nature of professional conversations held 
between the principal and a group of teachers as compared to meeting with 
individual teachers? Explain.  
• Discussions are held in departments, for instance, using data.  
• A representative from the department presents concerns to the 
administrators such as students failing  
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5. Are there differences in the nature of professional conversations held 
between the administration and a group of teachers as compared to 
meeting with individual teachers? Explain.  
• The PLCs are teacher driven.  
• The assistant principals attend as invited by the teachers or department  
6. Describe the nature of the professional conversations that take place 
between the administration and individual teachers. For example, 
discussions about student achievement, instructional support, other? 
Explain.  
• Conversations are professional and more personal after lesson 
observations as debrief and feedback sessions.  
• In these sessions I feel valued as a professional. According to some 
other members of the teaching staff, not everyone has this experience, 
though.  
• As a new member of staff, I think there is a need to be more colleagic.  
7. Are there prevalent discussion points during professional conversations held 
between the principal and individual teacher? Explain.  
• The prevalent discussions with the AP are about my teaching practice. 
These conversations are positive and open-minded. The discussions 
are not critical and there are helpful suggestions. I can see that perhaps 
others may not respond in the same way. I can take it.  
8. Are there any other factors that influence the professional conversations 
regarding instructional practice that you would like to share?  
• I can understand that the principal is busy. However, we need 
sometimes to realize that teachers are people with feelings, too. I think 
this relationship could be more supportive.  
• One key factor I think can influence conversations about practice and 
that is establishing that admin values the teacher.  
9. Can you share your thoughts on the impact of professional conversations 
that take place between administration and yourself relating to instructional 
practice?  
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• Yes, there have been professional conversations that have influenced 
my teaching. It was recommended that I incorporate more technology 
into my lessons. I was mentored into how to do this by the AP.  
10. Have you considered or implemented changes in your instructional practice 
as a result of professional conversation with the administration of your 
school?  
I did bring in technology with further support from colleagues. I now feel 
comfortable about what I have done to improve my teaching. This has also 
been commented upon within my department.  
RECOMMENDATIONS:  
• I still would welcome this level of new teacher mentoring into next year, 
but it’s not available. 
• I think more teachers would appreciate having a mentor. 
o-o-o-o-o-o-o-o-o-o-o-o-o-o-o-o-o-o-o-o-o-o-o-o-o-o-o-o-o-o-o-o-o-o-o-o-o-o 
Teacher- Interview Respondent 2  
 
1. Tell me a little about your current position.  
• I am an Instructor with 6 years high school teaching experience.  
2. Can you describe the types of professional conversations that take place 
between the principal and the teachers at your school( i.e. meeting, 
preobservation conferences, post-observation conferences)?  
• The principal is busy. However, I feel that teachers can get some of the 
principal’s time on a 1:1 basis as needed. Good times to catch a 
conversation with the principal is at lunchtime where he has a presence  
• Usually, though, the APs work more directly with the staff  
• I perhaps see the principal more often as I am a member of the School 
Site Council.  
• Most meetings are in PLCs or departments  
3. How is the nature of the professional conversations/meetings decided? By 
the teacher(s), principal, district, anyone else? Explain.  
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• The district specifies core meetings such as district wide directives. The 
administrators set the whole school meeting agendas  
• As a staff we meet monthly as a department or PLC and for new 
directions such as the Common Core Curriculum  
• I perhaps see the principal more often as I am a member of the School 
Site Council.  
• One can learn not to overstep the boundaries. Survival to live as a 
teacher with security is dependent on this. Job security is year to year  
4. Are there similarities in the nature of professional conversations held 
between the principal and a group of teachers as compared to meeting with 
individual teachers? Explain.  
• Meetings can be sporty and the administrators take a general position 
in communication with the staff.  
• The tone changes and it can get wild, e.g. when staff was introduced to 
the new smarter balanced assessments. Everyone was out of their 
comfort zone.  
5. Are there differences in the nature of professional conversations held 
between the administration and a group of teachers as compared to 
meeting with individual teachers? Explain.  
• There doesn’t seem to be predictable professional conversations  
• Some teachers are more articulate and get heard by the administrators  
• The best opportunity for shared ideas take place during PLCs. The 
administrators, if interested, stop by, e.g. bell schedule and rotations  
6. Describe the nature of the professional conversations that take place 
between the administration and individual teachers. For example, 
discussions about student achievement, instructional support, other? 
Explain.  
• The conversations can be non-threatening if you figure out the game. 
That is, comply to take the heat off.  
7. Are there prevalent discussion points during professional conversations held 
between the principal and individual teacher? Explain.  
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• From the AP, feedback on observed lessons are most common. My 
personal experience is professional conversations with the AP which 
tend to be evaluations and compliance focused.  
8. Are there any other factors that influence the professional conversations 
regarding instructional practice that you would like to share?  
• Administrators need to show that they value teachers  
9. Can you share your thoughts on the impact of professional conversations 
that take place between administration and yourself relating to instructional 
practice?  
• My professional conversations are mainly with the AP. I can liaise with 
the principal as needed, but the current system is working.  
10. Have you considered or implemented changes in your instructional practice 
as a result of professional conversation with the administration of your 
school?  
• In my practice, changes have taken place in dealing with student 
behavior. Strategies were suggested by the AP and followed up. I was 
able to bring behavior more in line with expectations. I consider issuing 
behavior contracts to students which I hadn’t before. This improved 
relationships with students  
RECOMMENDATIONS:  
• Regular meetings needed with the principal  
• Open discussions where everyone has an equal voice in meetings  
• Help the teachers know the processes in their schools; not the WHAT, 
but the HOW  
• Build allies among colleagues when introducing a new delivery of 
process to be communicated with the administrators, especially if 
needing to elevate the groundwork to be done. This is the silver 
bullet…getting the process grounded and with someone on your side  
• Co-ordinate with the administrators to keep them in the loop 
communication with administrators  
• Some administrators need to use the skills of experienced teachers 
more frequently  
• Implement Frequent flyers to further facilitate communication  
o-o-o-o-o-o-o-o-o-o-o-o-o-o-o-o-o-o-o-o-o-o-o-o-o-o-o-o-o-o-o-o-o-o-o-o-o  
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Principals’ Text Responses from the Survey (June 2014) 
• Responsibilities for professional discussions with teachers is equally 
shared with my asst. principal  
• I believe communication is important in order to work collaboratively 
between the staff and myself.  
 
Principals’ Text Responses from the Phone Interviews (June 2014) 
Principal - Interview Respondent 1  
1. Tell me a little about your current position.  
• I have 15 years of administration experience at middle and high school 
levels. In all, I have 0ver 25 years’ experience in education.  
 
2. Can you describe the types of professional conversations that take place between 
the principal and the teachers at your school ( i.e.  
meeting, pre-observation conferences, post-observation conferences)?  
• First there are informal professional conversations that are based on the 
casual talks or drop-ins. For example, this is to let me know how students 
are performing and to follow up teachers’ plans.  
• The more formal conversations are based on lesson observations where 
the conversations start with the pre-observation meeting when teachers 
tell me what I will see in their lessons. There is a district form with prompts 
for these meetings. I discuss with teachers prior to lessons to be observed 
about rigor, common core and mainly what are students to be doing. The 
post observation conversations focus on what the principal saw.  
• Depending on the teachers’ skills, sometimes I have to push teachers to 
go to the next level. If needed, I will be more directive.  
• The conversations are about being honest. Some teachers are not 
receptive to feedback. Some want perfections.  
3. How is the nature of the professional conversations/meetings decided? By the 
teacher(s), principal, district, anyone else? Explain.  
• The district is involved in professional competence.  
• The conversations are open and teachers equally have input. These can 
be initiated by teachers, too.  
• Some of my teachers have shared leadership roles to hold their own 
professional conversations with the staff. They lead PLCs, lead meetings 
and professional development of the teaching staff.  
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4. Are there similarities in the nature of professional conversations held 
between the principal and a group of teachers as compared to meeting 
with individual teachers? Explain.  
There are similarities in the conversations held, whether with groups or 
individuals, such as conversations around student data. We talk about 
students’ achievements, strategies, challenges and student motivation.  
5. Are there differences in the nature of professional conversations held 
between the administration and a group of teachers as compared to 
meeting with individual teachers? Explain.  
• Where the conversations are different depends on the need for private or 
evaluative conversations.  
• There is a key element of trust needed here to make the conversations 
relevant to individuals.  
6.  Describe the nature of the professional conversations that take place 
between the administration and individual teachers. For example, 
discussions about student achievement, instructional support, other? 
Explain.  
• Such conversations focus on life goal which are held in private. It is so 
important not to blemish the trust that teachers have placed in me. 
Conversations can then be richer.  
 
7. Are there prevalent discussion points during professional conversations held 
between the principal and individual teacher? Explain.  
• Rigor is part of professional conversations. I ask questions about rigor: 
What is it? Where are we in terms of rigor? Also, academic discourse, 
vocabulary, language and common core are discussed.  
• The District reminds administrators to focus on AIR (rigor in writing and 
reading, academic vocabulary and key principles  
8. Are there any other factors that influence the professional conversations regarding 
instructional practice that you would like to share?  
• I am convinced that I must be genuine.  
• I must be as knowledgeable about my staff.  
• I must trust my teachers to take steps forward.  
• The teachers must be communicated to well to let them know that they 
are valued; not top down to force feed them.  
9. During professional conversations with individual teachers, do you discuss and 
share ideas about instructional practice? Provide examples.  
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• I know that this is a growth area for me. I must be more of an active 
listener to work with each teacher. I must consider where they are and to 
keep alive our discussions about high expectations. I always keep in mind 
what my Dad said, there is a little good in everyone.  
 
10. Following professional conversations with individual teachers, have you 
notices any changes in their instructional practice that you attribute to 
your prior discussion(s)?  
• Yes, I have seen changes. One teacher, for example, followed up 
discussions about his class management and developed, through our 
professional conversation, strategies and techniques that were 
implemented more effectively to manage students. I remember the 
teacher stating I’m going to work with my students differently. Whereas 
before, techniques were archaic, but the influence of our discussions and 
follow up moved the teacher to improved understanding. I reference and 
talk to my staff about growth mindsets (Carole Dwerk) to illustrate how we 
can change.  
• Change doesn’t come easy. Teachers must know that they are valued. 
This must be authenticated through our conversations. 
• I must be willing to learn from my teachers, too. 
 
RECOMMENDATIONS:  
• I constantly refer to Jackson’s guidance for strategic conversations with 
teachers.  
• Being active listeners  
o-o-o-o-o-o-o-o-o-o-o-o-o-o-o-o-o-o-o-o-o-o-o-oo-o-o-o-o-o-oo-o-o-o-o-o-o-o-o-o-o 
Principal – Interview Respondent 2  
1. Tell me a little about your current position.  
• I have 4 years’ experience as a principal, 3 years as an assistant principal 
and 5 years teaching. My career has been in middle and high school.  
2. Can you describe the types of professional conversations that take place 
between the principal and the teachers at your school( i.e. meeting, pre-
observation conferences, post-observation conferences)?  
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• I would define professional conversations as anytime I am talking with 
staff. For example, casually at a football game, chatting or in other 
circumstances. I am the principal at all times and wear that position 
always. I have to be careful about how I talk with staff.  
• I am reflective and see my growth area as knowing myself and others. 
You can grow with experience.  
• The most common professional conversations with my staff are focused 
on kudos, information, ideas, feedback, and reflection on how they can 
improve.  
• I am aware that the informal conversations can come back and bite you.  
• I do have to differentiate professional conversations with individual 
teachers. Perspectives can be different  
• Knowing my staff personally is to know them from a professional lens.  
• The professional conversations are to help teachers see big pictures.  
3. How is the nature of the professional conversations/meetings decided? By the 
teacher(s), principal, district, anyone else? Explain.  
• There are tiered communications such as department meetings, 
discussions with the asst. principals. The principal oversees all 
communication.  
Teachers can have very different professional conversation experiences 
depending on who they talk to. Some teachers are the first ones willing to 
see the principal. There is a chain of command with expectation that 
teachers will work it out first.  
4. Are there similarities in the nature of professional conversations held between 
the principal and a group of teachers as compared to meeting with individual 
teachers? Explain.  
• The similarities are the generalized relating to PLC information. Teachers 
trust their direct line management where they have built trust. Stability of 
staff and leadership has helped.  
5. Are there differences in the nature of professional conversations held between 
the administration and a group of teachers as compared to meeting with 
individual teachers? Explain.  
 234 
• The conversations with individual teachers are more reflective with 
opportunities to know teachers better.  
6. Describe the nature of the professional conversations that take place between 
the administration and individual teachers. For example, discussions about 
student achievement, instructional support, other? Explain.  
• For example, there are the principal’s conversations with union leaders 
and individual discussions about weight of responsibilities  
• Discussions are intended to take teachers to a different level in their 
subject  
7. Are there prevalent discussion points during professional conversations held 
between the principal and individual teacher? Explain.  
• Based on lesson observations, I focus the discussions with teachers 
mainly about changes to improve instruction  
8. Are there any other factors that influence the professional conversations 
regarding instructional practice that you would like to share?  
• Trust; know teachers, being honest, respectful and open with staff  
• Relationships are important  
• Allowing teachers to lead actions and experiment to grow from shared 
ideas with one another  
• I say to the staff that we are always building.  
9. During professional conversations with individual teachers, do you discuss and 
share ideas about instructional practice? Provide examples.  
We talk about orchestrated ways forward involving sharing strategies and 
ways to change  
10. Following professional conversations with individual teachers, have you 
notices any changes in their instructional practice that you attribute to your 
prior discussion(s)?  
• I have seen changes in some, not all teachers. We always focus on 
seeing growth.  
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• There are improvements in teachers’ collaboration through more focused 
PLCs which are timetabled. More teachers are sharing lesson plan  
• We need more ways to use self-reflection as a catalyst for change.  
RECOMMENDATIONS:  
• There is a need to promote more peer observations and critical friends  
• Seek more ways to effectively use data to enhance professional 
conversations between administrators and teachers/teachers to teachers.  
• Lesson studies are beginning to help teachers grow as reflective 
practitioners.  
• Promoting teacher leaders  
• Peer mentors for teachers beyond year one  
• Develop strategies for promoting the quiet teachers to share their 
thoughts. The strongest voice in PLCs, etc are not necessarily the 
stronger practitioner.  
• Delve further into understanding HOW teachers learn.  
 
o-o-o-o-o-o-o-o-o-o-o-o-o-o-o-o-o-o-o-o-o-o-o-oo-o-o-o-o-o-oo-o-o-o-o-o-o-o-o-o-o-o 
Principal – Interview Respondent 3  
1. Tell me a little about your current position.  
• I have 6 years experience as an elementary/middle years’ administrator, 5 
years of my admin experience have been in the same district.  
2. Can you describe the types of professional conversations that take place 
between the principal and the teachers at your school( i.e. meeting, pre-
observation conferences, post-observation conferences)?  
These may be management meetings, instructional or personal.  
• I see professional conversations as the means to establishing good 
relationships  
• I always ask my staff if their relationships with me, among themselves, 
parents, etc. are truly developing to move the school forward.  
• I have found some trust issues. I am always looking for shifts in 
relationships, e.g. professional conferences used to discuss issues to 
leverage instructional practice.  
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• Conversations focus on unpacking responses  
3. How is the nature of the professional conversations/meetings decided? By the 
teacher(s), principal, district, anyone else? Explain.  
• I have an open door and teachers can initiate professional conversations  
• The first priority when I initiate conversations is about instruction. This is 
important  
• Discussions at grade level are led by teachers when using student data 
and what interventions will meet students’ needs  
• The District directs that evaluation discussions that take place, but the 
nature of the conversation is down to me and the teachers  
• Following walkthroughs, the teachers are invited to debrief; not a got ya.  
• Conversations after surveys are conducted to visit relationships  
4. Are there similarities in the nature of professional conversations held between 
the principal and a group of teachers as compared to meeting with individual 
teachers? Explain.  
• Conversations are similar when asking what has shifted and what 
attributes to change  
• Next steps are more personal  
• In group discussions we share strategies generically  
5. Are there differences in the nature of professional conversations held between 
the administration and a group of teachers as compared to meeting with 
individual teachers? Explain.  
• Professional conversations with individual teachers are more personal 
and specific  
• There are some growing signs of trust among the teachers and with the 
administration. For example, some teachers are beginning to use videos 
which are shared with the Teacher on Assignment (TOA) or coach. This is 
on a voluntary basis only  
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6. Describe the nature of the professional conversations that take place between 
the administration and individual teachers. For example, discussions about 
student achievement, instructional support, other? Explain.  
• Discussions are more personal when part of evaluation.  
• I have noticed that personal reflection is more prevalent than earlier in the 
school year.  
7. Are there prevalent discussion points during professional conversations held 
between the principal and individual teacher? Explain.  
• Main professional conversations are about learning.  
• It is more common to debrief and give feedback after a lesson observation  
• More and more opportunities are developing for conversations and 
reflection as part of lesson studies.  
8. Are there any other factors that influence the professional conversations 
regarding instructional practice that you would like to share?  
• Belief in the leadership when advising and asking for change. There is 
regained faith in the administration after initial change.  
• Trust is a crucial aspect of influencing teachers  
• Easier to move things forward when the pressure is off, e.g. waivers from 
2013-14 CSTs. The district is still working on alignments to the common 
core standards for districtwide testing, too  
• Teachers’ confidence is an important factor. My teachers work hard, but 
they need to work smarter.  
9. During professional conversations with individual teachers, do you discuss and 
share ideas about instructional practice? Provide examples.  
• Discussions involving shared ideas relate to lessons impact on student 
learning  
• Shared ideas are discussed for building strategies  
• Focal areas in the district also determine priorities for sharing strategies, 
for example, academic vocabulary and accountable talk  
10. Following professional conversations with individual teachers, have you 
notices any changes in their instructional practice that you attribute to your 
prior discussion(s)?  
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• At first, teachers were hesitant to change. Teachers have to want to 
change and have a desire for improvement  
Now that I have built relationships, teachers come forward when not being 
evaluated particularly. Teachers ask for me to come and see what’s 
happening in their classrooms.  
• Yes changes are noticed with some teachers. I see more teachers using 
strategies discussed in our meetings or from professional development 
sessions.  
• More and more teachers are sharing ideas among themselves. There is 
more ownership seen in teachers trying out strategies.  
• A change climate is reliant on being a place for learning at all levels.  
RECOMMENDATIONS:  
• Take off the testing pressures; the smarter balance assessments are 
more useful to teachers. Yes they are challenging, but they are more 
focused on what students are learning  
 
o-o-o-o-o-o-o-o-o-o-o-o-o-o-o-o-o-o-o-o-o-o-o-o-o-o-o-o-o-o-o-o-o-o-o-o-o-o-o-o-o 
Principal – Interview Respondent 4  
1. Tell me a little about your current position.  
• After 5 years of teaching I was appointed as a district program specialist 
for English Learners (6 years). My administration experiences overall is 12 
years.  
2. Can you describe the types of professional conversations that take place 
between the principal and the teachers at your school( i.e. meeting, pre-
observation conferences, post-observation conferences)?  
• Professional conversations occur daily through collaboration, training 
teachers, and through the support of my assistant principal and the 
teacher teaching specialist.  
3. How is the nature of the professional conversations/meetings decided? By the 
teacher(s), principal, district, anyone else? Explain.  
• As a school we’re working to share best practice for our students. 21st 
Century learning skills are shared weekly in Late Start Friday meetings,  
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• There are whole school and department meetings as part of PLC 
developments  
I conduct lesson observations and feedback to teachers.  
• There is an agreed framework for agendas that focus on student data, 
school and district priorities, and how teachers will deliver the curriculum  
• Teachers meet among selves and with the teacher teaching specialist for 
lesson studies.  
• Although the teachers lead the PLC groups and department meetings, the 
administrators get into these meetings to maintain expectations  
• District sets out key principles and it specifies evaluation cycles  
4. Are there similarities in the nature of professional conversations held between 
the principal and a group of teachers as compared to meeting with individual 
teachers? Explain.  
• The focus on rigor, critical thinking, collaboration, building relationships 
and creativity and bringing relevance to lessons are the basis for whole 
school discussions. There has also been a focus on sharing best 
practices among teachers, KWLs, setting writing standards and agreeing 
lesson structure and setting up models of expectations.  
• Departments identify their needs; this is shared with the leadership team  
• Whole school is involved in strategy building such as student engagement  
• Teachers meet with the principal for discussions about common planning 
and prof. development  
5. Are there differences in the nature of professional conversations held between 
the administration and a group of teachers as compared to meeting with 
individual teachers? Explain.  
• Common strategies must be in place and monitored by the administrators, 
but the how and what is decided by teachers.  
• Context also for individual teachers to give them ownership in strategies, 
processes, etc.  
• Teachers discuss with administrators their observed lesson outcomes; 
debriefing and feedback  
• We use the discussion focus: When was learning at its best? When could 
learning have been better?  
• Evaluation is mainly a permissive agreement and based on mutual 
discussion about student learning  
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• Trust is built into the collaboration process  
6. Describe the nature of the professional conversations that take place between 
the administration and individual teachers. For example, discussions about 
student achievement, instructional support, other? Explain.  
• Personal feedback after lesson observations are the most common form 
of professional conversations with teachers  
I need to do a better job of getting into classrooms more regularly. There 
have been some barriers this year with demand on my time and 
constraints due to staff shortages  
• Teachers given an end of year interview with the principal directly at the 
end of the school year to reflect and to set goals for the coming school 
year.  
7. Are there prevalent discussion points during professional conversations held 
between the principal and individual teacher? Explain.  
• I differentiate my discussions and see my role as supporting teachers to 
reach their goals.  
• Most of the time my teachers are on track  
8. Are there any other factors that influence the professional conversations 
regarding instructional practice that you would like to share?  
• Processes and routines contribute to consistency  
• Mutual conversations  
• Making myself visible, such as weekly debrief and communication at Late 
Friday meetings  
• Being systematic: who, how, and what to do next as basis of 
conversations  
• Avoiding the power struggles and collusion  
• Ensuring a sense of fairness  
• Being consistent  
• Celebration of successes is important  
9. During professional conversations with individual teachers, do you discuss and 
share ideas about instructional practice? Provide examples.  
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• Addressing goals set and sharing of ideas are part of all professional 
conversations with teachers. Departments have common goals and there 
are whole school goals set with the district  
• All these priorities filter down to individuals and their classroom practice. 
When sharing ideas, it has been important to keep the priorities in focus.  
10. Following professional conversations with individual teachers, have you 
notices any changes in their instructional practice that you attribute to your 
prior discussion(s)?  
• Impact has been seen as a result of the professional conversations held 
with teachers through more genuine collaboration and trust in one another 
 
RECOMMENDATIONS:  
• More is achieved when facilitating for teachers vs taught.  
• Sometimes we can be too prescriptive without allowing teachers to take 
the lead.  
• Time 
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